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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS 


IN FOUR SAN 


MATEO COUNTY CITIES 


PREPARED FOR THE 


CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY ADVANCEMENT FUND 


INTRODUCTION 


Recent years have given witness to a growing concern 


about the regulation of development by local government. 


The ever-increasing complexity of public agencies and 


regulations which 
reviewed has been 
general public as 
In answer to this 
was undertaken to 


review process. 


deal with the way local development is 
regarded with concern by members of the 
well as by the construction industry. 
growing concern, the following study 


analyze and simplify the development 


In approving Proposition 13, voters conveyed a message 


to government officials that they wanted simplification, 


streamlining, and 


less costly governmental regulation. 


Developers in particular are dissatisfied with a growing 


number of state and local regulations which, all too often, 


frustrate and hinder rather than encourage or stimulate 


development. Fewer regulations and smaller bureaucracies, 


it is felt, could provide a competent and more efficient 


regulatory scheme than that which presently exists in 


most cities. 
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With this ideal in mind, we surveyed the development review 
process in four San Mateo County cities: Foster City, San Mateo, 
Redwood City and Daly City. We documented the procedure for pro- 
cessing residential development paperwork, calculated “turnaround 
times” for various stages in the process, analyzed actual projects 
and offered recommendations for improvements in the process in each 
City. 

The intricacies of each city’s planning and development mechan- 
isms resulted in the compilation of a catalogue of existing develop- 
ment procedures, to which were added recommendations as to possible 
improvements in each city. These recommendations are summarized 
in Chapter 8 of the full study and may be referred to in their en- 
tirety. 

It is our hope that these overall recommendations will be of use 
to policymakers whose development review systems are similar to 
the ones herein analyzed. 

1. THE GOAL OF THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS 

Improvements in any system often revolve around an understanding 
of the various "principal actors" and their roles -- what is called 
the transaction analysis. In the development review system there 
are essentially two principals, the developer and the departments 
or agencies which represent the city. The two actors in this case 
have what amount to inherently conflicting goals. The developer's 
goal is, largely, business success and maximization of profit; while 
the city’s goal is to enforce a general plan for rational city growth 
while, at the same time, protecting the harmonious nature of the 


city through quality-based development. 
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Because the goals of the two principals present an inherent 
conflict, the development review process can be seen as an exer- 
cise in compromise between the business/profit goals of the devel- 
oper and the protective/regulatory goals of the city. The ideal 
process would expedite the reconciliation of these diverse interests. 
2. THE NEED FOR REQUIRING PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCES. 

Communication and the exchange of information are essential to 
assure that the compromise process works properly. To this end, 
city representatives are nearly unanimous in their feeling that an 
application would proceed more quickly if each developer were to 
consult with staff prior to submitting the actual application. 
Through pre-application conferences, city officials could pinpoint 
major problems with each development, and the developer could ex- 
plain to the city how his proposed development might be unique or 
might differ from the common proposals in the city. In this manner, 
THE MAJOR PROBLEMS WHICH CAN DELAY A PROJECT COULD BE FLUSHED OUT 
EARLY, resulting in a saving of time and money. 

3. CITY DEPARTMENTS SHOULD SHOW MORE COOPERATION. 

Many critics have noted that a developer must deal with several 
city departments in presenting each application. Such an arrange- 
ment is often frustrating for the developer because for every de- 
partment involved, the developer must incorporate yet another source 
of information. Some cities have tried to minimize the confusion 
and have encouraged cooperation by creating an interdepartmental 
committee whose function it is to analyze the application early in 
the process (e.g., San Mateo's Board of Zoning Adjustment, Foster 


City’s Inter-Departmental Evaluation Committee and Redwood City's 
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Plan Review Committee.) This early analysis allows the developer 
to gain input on the overall city position from all affected city 
departments; it also allows the city to register preliminary ob- 
jections. 

The cities’ committees vary in terms of 1) official decision- 
making power, 2) whether or not the developer may be present at the 
meeting and 3) what type of record is kept at the meeting. OUR 
STUDY RECOMMENDS THAT EACH CITY FORMALIZE THE COMMITTEE STRUCTURE 
AND EITHER ENCOURAGE OR REQUIRE THE DEVELOPER TO PARTICIPATE. Again, 
the overall goal is to require the developer and all city departments 
to communicate as early in the process as possible. By maximizing 
information transfer, the main actors in the process may reach an 
ultimate compromise more quickly. 

4, THE NEED FOR CITIES TO PROVIDE MORE INFORMATIONAL LITERATURE TO 
DESCRIBE THEIR PROCESS. 

Because the development review process involves compromise and 
negotiation, it is essential that city officials compile concise, 
easily understandable descriptions of their development review sys- 
tems and the means by which each developer must comply with the reg- 
ulations. Developers presently follow the directives of one city 
official only to find conflicting requirements from another. 

City officials should, therefore, create a pamphlet-type hand- 
out which outlines the regulations, identifies the relevant city 
officials and city departments with whom the developer must deal, 
and which provides step-by-step guidelines to follow in fulfilling 
the requirements of their development review process. These guide- 
lines would decrease the time needed by a developer to gain city 


approval of his plans. 
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5. THE NEED FOR A CONTROL MECHANISM. 

Each city should assign to one of its planning employees the 
task of monitoring the active development applications being pro- 
cessed by the city. “A “loge “or central record should be created 
on which the completed critical stages in each application can be 
recorded. In this manner, one responsible official can monitor and 
control the flow of cases through the development review "pipeline". 
If unnecessary delays are experienced, this official has a central 
source from which to identify the problems, provide a monitoring 
system for the process, and facilitate the efficient and expedient 
completion of the process. 

6. THE DUPLICATION OF TASKS AND SERVICES SHOULD BE ELIMINATED. 

The city governments must develop strict management principles 
with regard to costs and benefits in order to reduce duplication 
of services and inefficiencies. Innovation is sorely needed in the 
development review area to assure the revision of outdatec modes of 
operation. 
7+ THE IDEAL DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS. 

Unquestionably, the development review process can work more 
efficiently not only in the cities studied here, but in most juris- 
dictions in this nation. Suggestions as to how improvements might 
be made range all the way from light structural changes to massive 
deregulation, whereby statutes would be revised from the state level 
all the way down to local ordinances. 

Our study was far too limited in time and scope to contemplate 
changes of the latter type, but rather focused on cataloguing exist- 
ing practices and giving a clear understanding of the four cities 
in order to suggest moderate structural changes to improve the basic 


process as it exists now. 
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The ideal development review system is one which assures a 
maximum of rational growth; the protection of the community; and 
the expenditure of a minimum anount of time, money and personnel. 
This is obviously a very tough goal to reach; however, by increas- 
ing the flow of information through mutual cooperation and manage- 
ment control, and by decreasing duplication of effort and unneces- 
sary delays, local government can operate within the existing 
development review framework and still realize substantial improve- 
ment in time and efficiency. 

RECOMMENDATIONS. 

IN SUMMARY, we recommend that the following steps be taken by 
local governments to improve their development review processes: 

1. The process should be realistically viewed by city officials 
as an information exchange between the developer and the city. 

2. Cities should inform developers through the provision of liter- 
ature which describes in detail their processes. 

3. Pre-application conferences should be encouraged and/or required 
to maximize information exchange at the earliest possible time. 

4, Cities should create and/or improve their interdepartmental 
review committees to assure that all city departments coordinate 
their actions on behalf of the city and communicate to the de- 
veloper exactly if and how each proposal does(not) conform to 
city standards. 

5. Cities should create a development review control mechanism so 
that responsible officials know at all times the status of pend- 
ing applications and, thereby, are able to eliminate delays and 
bottlenecks. 

6. Cities should exercise more managerial discretion and eliminate 


unnecessary duplication of tasks and services. (See Redwood 


City’s newly proposed modifications in full report.) 
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FOREWORD 


The following study, entitled the Development Review Study, 
was prepared by the Governmental Research Council, a nonprofit 
research organization which is funded by the taxpayers’ contri- 
butions and has as its aim promoting economy and efficiency in 


local governments throughout San Mateo County. 


This original study grew out of a similar study which San 
Mateo County sponsored and which was completed in February,1978. 
It was conducted by a private consulting firm, Hughes, Heiss & 
& Associates, and addressed itself to the means by which the 
county could improve its planning and permit processes in order 


to deliver those services more efficiently to the private sector. 


In conjunction with that study, GRC contacted the Construction 
Industry Advancement Fund for financial support to conduct a 
Similar study focusing on the planning and permit procedures in 
several cities of San Mateo County. A goal of the project has 
been to bring forth recommendations which would be applicable in 
other jurisdictions throughout the State. The project was an 
ambitious one; it sought not only to provide information on types 
of applications, time requirements, and backlogs, but also to 
describe and analyze the overall process in a manner that would be 


intelligible to someone totally unfamiliar with the process. 


The research behind the study and the study itself were con- 
ducted by Jeffrey C. Miller, who received his A.B. degree from 


Dartmouth College and his J.D. degree from Cornell Law School. 
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Mr. Miller devoted the better part of 1978 to this project, at 
all times attempting to retain GRC'S position of neutrality be- 
tween the cities and the developers in order to produce the most 


factual and unbiased account possible. 


GRC, working closely with member business firms and govern- 
mental officials, conducts studies and analyses to suggest ways 
in which local governments may increase economies and enhance 
efficiency either through consolidation or greater coordination 
of governmental programs. It is in this latter category that 


the purpose of this study rests. 


Larry D. Armstrong, 
Executive Director 


Chapter 1 ©=9 Introduction 


1. What is "Development Review"? 


Development review refers to the process by which local govern- 
ments decide how land may be developed and used. On the city level, 
the development review process is governed by a formidable -- and 
sometimes confusing -- array of state and local statutes which 
define how and by whom land-use decisions must be made and in- 
volves a complicated inter-relationship of legislative and admin- 
istrative bodies as well as local ordinances. In addition, each 
city uses an extensive permit and regulation system to decide how 


land is and will be used in that city. 


11. Scope of the Development Review Issue 


Because the development review process determines who will build 
what, where structures are to be built, when permits will be given, 
and under what conditions the permit will be issued, the process 
determines the planning, growth, and development of the city. 

The fact that local governments may regulate how every parcel of 
land is used raises all sorts of issues basic to our society. When 
does governmental regulation go beyond its stated aims and create 
onerous ramifications? Should we allow government to make important 
economic decisions which change the operation of the free-market 
system? As a mater of law, may the government decide how one can 
use his or her land? Setting law and economics aside, is land use 


something we want our political institutions to handle? Finally, 


aoe 
how are these land-use decisions reflected in the sociological 
development of the population? 

As a matter of governmental and public policy very few areas 
have more far-reaching potential repercussions. 

The main focus of this project is to examine the overall develop- 
ment review process to determine how efficiently cities conduct 
their processes and how the process might be improved in each 
case to minimize losses of time and money to the developer and, 


hence, to the consumer. 


111. History of Land-Use Regulation 
FOr 2ts first 125 years, the United States had no explicit 


land-use regulation or planning. Anyone was free to do anything 
with his or her land, subject only to one rule: a person could 

not use his land in such a way as to harm a neighbor unreasonably 
or diminish that neighbor's use of his land. Therefore, the only 
real limitation on land use was a nuisance law in the courts. One 
could bring a private nuisance suit, alleging that a neighbor's use 
was substantially and unreasonably diminishing the use or value of 
one's land. 

Such a land-use policy was logical in an extremely land-rich 
young nation. After all, if one were extremely displeased with a 
neighbor, there was always somewhere else to go and plenty of land 
to accomodate even widely disparate land uses. 

The situation changed drastically by the end of the 19th century, 


when the U.S. population shifted from a dispersed agrarian base to a 


concentrated, industrialized, urban base. People were living closer 
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together, and, for the first time in U. S. history, people‘s 
differing land uses began to cause serious problems. 

At the turn of the century, the words"planning” and “rational 
growth" crept into the vocabularies of local U. S. governments. 
Around the time of World War I, cities began to implement “zoning” 
laws, which were designed to cut the cities up into zones to facil- 
itate various land uses. In this manner, residential and industrial 
uses, for example, could be segregated so as not to interfere with 
each other. By keeping each use in its own area, conflicts between 
adjoing property owners were theoretically reduced, thereby reducing 
conflict and nuisances, but not without accompanying legal drawbacks. 

Basic to our private-ownership system is the fact that the 
government may not “take” property without compensating its owner; 
however, by the period in question, certain stringent government 
regulations did, in effect, permit the taking of property without 
compensation. As a result, developers argued that zoning regula- 
tion was onerous in its application because the restriction of 
commercial use in residential zones undercut profitability. In 
a few landmark showdowns, the courts upheld zoning laws as a neces- 
sary and permissible exercise of the government’s police power to 
protect the health, safety, morals and welfare of the people. 

With the legal validity of zoning established, many communities 
moved forward strongly in instituting a detailed planning process. 
From that point forward, local planning was expanded to the huge 
system it is today. Every city in the country now has a complex 


legislative and administrative framework that regulates use, density 


Zips 

height, minimum square footage, setbacks and virtually every detail 
pertinent to the development of land. 

At this point in time, both private citizens and developers 
argue that the local planning system has become far too massive 
and complicated. Developers who were interviewed cited instances 
of too many overlaps and lack of clearly defined authority. De- 
velopers feel that processing an application through the various 
agencies with all of their overlapping functions is totally chaotic. 

Citizens, complaining about "red tape,” perceive a lack of co- 
ordination in the development review process. Special frustration 
is experienced by builders and developers, since they must deal on 


a day-to-day basis with the overlapping departmental functions. 


IV. Scope and Methodology of the Study 


For the purpose of thorough explanation, this survey limited 
its scope to residential development. in four cities: Foster City, 
San Mateo, Redwood City and Daly City. In each city we wanted to 
perform the following tasks: 

1) Briefly describe the historical development of each city. 

2) Identify the most common kind of residential development 
that is significant in the growth of the city (eg., planned 
development, subdivisions, apartments). 

3) Identify the turnaround time required by staff and legis- 
lative bodies to process applications. 

4) Identify the permits, fees, applications, and submittals 
required for various types of development. 

5) Trace.the process from day one to see exactly what a de- 


veloper or builder must do to have an application processed. 
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6) Examine actual development files in each city to find 
how the actual process compares with the process as out- 
lined.by staff. 

Much of the information we needed came from the planning 
staff in each city, which performs the administrative work which 
Supports the planning commission‘s policy decisions. 

Two important points should be clarified here. First, we have 
jargely concentrated on the general. rather that ‘on the ‘specific, 
focusing more on evaluating the processes in each city in terms 
of their overall efficiency and common sense that in comparing 
the various processes and turnaround times in detail. 

second, we have included the processing of building permits in 
this, study. Normally, “planning” approvals ic ‘given. ini the: form 
of a use permit or approval by the planning commission or city 
council. After receiving this planning approval, the developer 
must go to the building department to obtain several more permits 
(e.g., building, mechanical, electrical and plumbing permits) before 
he or she may actually build. Although some people do not consider 
these permits part of the development review process, we included 
them in this study because we wanted to describe the entire process 
-- from day one until construction actually starts. 


In short, our methodology was comprised of three separate steps 
in each of the four cities: 1) to describe the planning approval 


process, 2) to describe the process by which the building permits 


are issued, and 3) to examine case studies to see how actual projects 
went through the system. Affected developers in each of the com- 


munities were interviewed to assure credibility of reports. 


Chapter 2 - Development Review and State Law 


I. Planning Laws and Environmental Regulations. 


As we discussed earlier, the development review system is a 
complex intermeshing of state and local laws. This chapter 
is devoted to a general understanding of the most crucial 
state statutes that deal with the developmental review process: 
1) state planning law and 2) state environmental regulations. 

A brief description of these laws will make the framework 
more clear. 

II. Government Code Sections Dealing With Local Planning 

Local planning bodies and procedures do not exist by chance. 
They are part of an overall planning and development process 
which is, ina large part, required by state law. Thus, no 
system of planning at the local level can be properly under- 
stood without first describing and analyzing the framework of 
statutes within which local planning systems have been created. 
The following is a brief overview of the present state statutes 


on this subject. 


A. General Provisions 

The body of law relating to planning and land use is contained 
in Title 7 of the California Government Code. The general require- 
ments are that every city in the state must establish a “planning 
agency” (Section 65100; for all statute references see Government 
Code), and in most cases, a planning commission. The planning 


agency must be funded by the city council (Section 65250). Its 
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main task is to develop and maintain a “general plan" (Section 
65101) for the city and advise the city council on planning 
Macucers. “Ine ivy council may, 11 1vwcnooses., establish 2 
“planning department” to assist the planning commission in its 
work (Section 65200). All of the cities we surveyed have plan- 


ning departments and planning commissions. 


B. General Plan 

The “general plan” is just what the term implies: a compre- 
hensive document which outlines the long-term planning objectives 
for the physical development of the city. State law requires 
that every city have such a general plan (Section 65300), and 
that, as such, the general plan contain elements dealing with 
land use, trafiic circulation; nousing = conservationgof natural 
resources, open-space, seismic safety, noise, scenic highways 
and safety (Section 65302). The general plan is prepared by the 
planning commission and planning department (Section 65101); it 
must receive public hearings before the planning commission (Sec- 
tion 65355) and the city council (Section 65355); and it must be 
passed by resolution of the planning commission (Section 65352) 
and adopted by ordinance of the city council (Section 65357). 

Once a general plan has been adopted, it controls subsequent 
planning wn, thevca tyes iti wicy the staske-o ts sthes planna neviagency: to 
make recommendations to the city council as to how the general 
plan may be used to serve as a pattern for orderly physical growth 
and development of the city (Section 65400). The city council 


may, at its discretion, create administrative bodies (Section 
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65551), direct the planning agency to prepare specific plans 
(Section 65450), and establish administrative rules and pro- 
cedures (Section 65550) -- all pursuant to maintaining and en- 
forcing the general plan. 

Thus, each city we surveyed has a planning commission made up 
of policy makers, a planning department to assist the commission, 
and a general plan which the planning commission and planning 


department enforce through the authority of the city council. 


C. Zoning Regulations 


Zoning regulations differ from the general plan in that they 
are a specific set of standards which govern the land uses within 
the city. Put another way, the general plan sets forth the general 
planning goals and objectives of the city, while the zoning regu- 
lations set forth specific standards through which the general 
goals can be implemented. Although the general plan is the com- 
prehensive planning document in each city, the zoning regulations 
are of much greater significance in reality since they speak 
specifically to what may or may not be done. It should be noted, 
however, that zoning regulations must comply with the general plan 
and are invalid if they do not. 

In essence, zoning regulations allow a city to segregate dif- 
ferent land uses (i.e. residential, commercial, industrial, re- 
creational etc.) so as to lessen conflicts between adjoining land 
owners (Section 65850(a). Prior to the enactment of zoning laws, 
adjoining property owners often quarreled and even fought legal 
nuisance battles because of incompatible land uses. Zoning regu- 


lations were created as a way to designate different areas of the 
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city for different land uses so that each property owner used 
his or her land in a manner roughty comparable to the manner 
in which it was used by surrounding landowners. 
Established as a valuable tool for orderly growth early in 
this century, zoning regulations were immediately found to be 
a constitutional delegation of the state's police power in order 
to promote health, safety, morals and the general welfare of the 
COMmMmUnT ty. =" Blumenthal!) (A.Ce)uc. Contve. Cryer 71 CA.665,..236 PP. 216 
1925; Skalko v. Sunnyvale 14 C2d213, 93 P. 24 93 (1939); Clemons 
View LOS Angeles’ 36°C.2d95,° 222 P. 24.439 (1950)... it was the 
state's policy from very early in the process to use zoning reg- 
ulations as a mechanism to give cities maximum control over their 
own planning, while, at the same time, insuring uniformity of 
treatment in the community (Sections 65800 and 65804). 
In general, the state statute allows the cities to pass a zon- 
ing ordinance regulating: 
1) the use of buildings and the uses of land of 
different types (Section 65850(a) ) 
2) the location, height, size, coverage and density of 
buitdings: and: lots “(Section 65850(c))) 
3) the use of signs and billboards (Section 65850(b)) 
4) the requirements for off-street parking and loading 
(section 965850(d):) 
5) the amount of building setback required (Section 
65850(e)) 
6) the creation of public facilities (Section 65850(f)) 
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The individual cities enact these regulations by creating 
"zones", each of which allows a different use and each of which 
has special requirements (Section 65851). This concept was 
revolutionary at first because the zoning designation deter- 
mines what a landowner may or may not do with the land. If the 
particular property is situated in a residential zone, it may 
only be put to residential purposes. In a country that has al- 
ways had as a central tenet the right to own and use private 
property, such a concept struck at the very co e of private own- 
ership. Yet zoning, so long as it was not arbitrary, was upheld 
as constitutionally valid, even though it might result in finan- 
cial losses to some landowners. 

Each city creates its zoning ordinance by holding public hear- 
ings before the planning commission (Section 65854) and the city 
council (Section 65856) and by giving city council approval by 
ordinance (Section 65857). The zoning ordinance must be in con- 
formance with the overall provisions of the general plan (Section 
©5860). 

Thus, the total planning picture begins to take shape. Each 
city creates a general plan which outlines growth objectives and 
a zoning ordinance to regulate specific land uses. A planning 
commission is created to make policy decisions through the author- 
ity of the city council. A planning department is created to 
provide staff and technical assistance to the planning commission. 
Finally, the entire system is put into motion whenever a landowner 
wants permission to build. The permission is given through a sys- 
tem of permits mandated by the zoning ordinance and attendant ad- 


ministrative. regulations. 
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De. subdivision Map Act 


One last discussion is necessary to make the planning picture 
complete. There are a group of regulations that deal with the 
case in which an owner of a large parcel of land decides to divide 
it up into smaller parcels for sale to individual owners. Such a 
land division is called a "subdivision" (Section 66424) and is 
governed by a group of statutes in the Government Code called 
the Subdivision Map Act. These statutes give cities control over 
the design and improvement of such subdivisions (Section 66411) 
and, in essence, allow cities to make subdivisions part of the 
general permit system as created by the zoning ordinance and gen- 
eral plan. Normally, cities will have a Subdivision Ordinance to 
tell explicitly how land shall be subdivided. 

The state statutes require approval of a “tentative map” and 
“final map" whenever a landowner subdivides more than five acres 
into five or more smaller parcels (Section 66426). A “tentative 
map" is made for the purpose of showing the design and improve- 
ment of a subdivision (Section 66424.5), while a “final map" is 
an actual surveyed and finalized version of the tentative map 
(Section 66434). A tentative map must be filed with the city 
(Section 66452) and is, after analysis, approved or denied by 
either the planning commission or the city council, depending on 
the specific city ordinance (Section 66452). Once the tentative 
map is approved, the landowner prepares the final map in conform- 
ance with the approved tentative map(Section 66456). The final 
map is eventually approved or denied by the city council (Section 


66458). 
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Thus, the Subdivision Map Act creates a regulatory permit 
system whereby cities have control over the manner in which 


large tracts of land are subdivided and improved. 


E. Summary 


After the examination of relevant parts of Title 7 of the 
Government Code which contain legal requirements in relation to 
local planning, it is apparent that cities have very little choice 
when it comes to the structure of their local planning machinery. 
By law, every city must have a planning agency, which normally 
is a planning commission, to review development and growth in 
the city. Each city must also have a general plan which outlines 
a comprehensive strategy to regulate new construction, rationally. 

To aid the planning commission, cities may create planning 
departments for technical and staff assistance, a specific plan 
to implement the general plan, and procedural rules to assure 
uniformity. In addition, each city may regulate land use through 
its zoning ordinance, may regulate the division of land through 
its subdivision ordinance and may administer planning policies 


through a complex permit system. 
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III. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 


One of the most significant parts of every local planning 
process is the environmental assessment and review that every 
public agency must, by law, perform before granting development 
privileges. This requirement is governed by the California 
Environmental Quality Act, widely known as CEQA, which is em- 
bodied in part of the California Public Resources Code. 

CEQA became effective in 1970 to prescribe standards concern- 
ine protection of the environment by all public ageneies in their 
planning and permit processes. CEQA is accompanied by a large 
body of administrative guidelines developed by the California 
Office of Planning and Research. The California Legislature's 
purpose in passing CEQA is quite clear: to protect the environ- 
ment while allowing for socioeconomic development by requiring 
local governments to consider proposed projects as to their nega- 
tive impacts on the environment and, further, to encourage feasible 
alternatives and mitigation measures. 

CEQA‘*s requirements are brought into play any time pees 
tion is filed asking a local governmental unit for permission to 
build (Section 21080(a)). Once such an application is filed, the 
local government may not approve the “project" (as defined in 
Section 21065) without first complying with all of CEQA's require- 
ments. 

Basically, before apuroving ay project applicatzon, the local 
government must first make one of the following three determina- 
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1) that the project is "categorically exempt" 
(under the provisions of Sections 21083, 
21084 and 21085;) and needs no further 
CEQA review, 

2) that the project does not have a "signifi- 
cant effect on the environment" (as defined 
in Sections 21068 and 21083; see appendix) 
and therefore merits a “negative declaration" 
(Section 21080(c) and 21080.1) 
or 

3) that the project does have a "significant 
effect on the environment" and therefore re- 
quires a full “environment impact report" 
(Section 21080.1) 

In making one of the three determinations, local government 
assesses the project plans, along with detailed environmental 
information which applicants may be required to present (Section 
21160). The environmental assessment and resulting decision in 
large part determine how much time the approval process will 
consume. If an Environmental Impact Report is needed, the 
approval process becomes very time consuming. 

The Environmental Impact Report, commonly called an EIR, is 
the real crux of CEQA. Its contents and purpose are described 
in Section 21061: 

And environmental impact report is an informational 

document which, when its preparation is required by 


this division, shall be considered by every public 
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agency prior te vs approval or - disapproval of a 
project. The purpose of an environmental impact 
report.is to provide public agencies and the pub- 
lic in general with detailed information about 

the effect which a proposed project is likely to 
have on the environment; to list ways in which 

the significant effects of such a project might 

be minimized; and to indicate alternatives to such 
a poo jJeCu. 

The EIR must be prepared directly by or under contract to the 
local government (Section 21082.4).. The preparation of such. an 
EIR is quite time-consuming, not only because of the requirements 
Sey 10rth gnvCeQn. PFiret, the local £overnment unit must notify, 
by certified mail, all of the other public agencies which must 
also approve the project (Section 21080.4). Secondly, before 
adoption of the EIR, the local government must give public notice 
and hold public hearings on the accuracy of their EIR (Section 
21092). Thirdly, when the EIR is certified as complete and correct, 
it must be filed with the State Resources Agency (Section 21161). 
Fourth, and probably most importantly, the local government may 
not approve a project involving an EIR unless either 1) changes 
or alterations have been made to mitigate or eliminate the sig- 
nificant environmental effeets or 2) specific economic, social 
or other considerations make mitigation measures or alternatives 


infeasible (Section 21081). 
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These procedural and substantial requirements surrounding the 
EIR insure that, whenever a proposed project is determined to 
have a significant effect on the environment, steps are taken to 
both highlight and dispose of environmental objections. 

CEQA explicitly requires that each local government must adopt, 
by ordinance, “objectives, criteria, and procedures for the eval- 
uation of projects” (Section 21082). It also requires that each 
local government must prescribe time limits, not to exceed one 
year for EIR*s and 105 days for Negative Declarations, within 
which completion and certification of environmental documents must 
take place (Section 21151.5). 

In reality, CEQA means that, before analyzing a project for 
its planning merits, a local government must first analyze and 
resolve the effects the project will have on the environment, 
thereby adding more regulations to the requirements of the already 
unwieldy planning and permit process. 

IV. Summary 

The local development review process is really the result of 
specific planning and environmental requirements imposed by the 
state. Any development which a city approves must fit into the 
city's general plan required by the state. Each development must 
also meet stringent environmental regulations and reporting require- 
ments. Finally,in combination, each development must meet the 
local ordinance-permit requirements, which are designed to assure 
compliance with the general plan, state planning law, and state 


environmental law. 
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Chapter 3 - Development Pattern in the Four Cities 


The historical background: 
ie “Foster: Oaty 

Foster City is a “planned community". This means that Foster 
City has been developed through the formation of large subdivisions 
comprised of single-family lots and homes and from planned devel- 
opments which cover a great deal of area because of their in- 
creased setback and lower density figures. Because Foster City 
has a large amount of open, undeveloped land which, for the most 
part, is owned by one development company, the city has been built 
up in sections, with the developer proposing integrated neighbor- 
hood and developing in accordance with the rest of the surround- 
ing neighborhoods. 

Foster City’s situation is unique because the local government 
can exert development control over a large, undeveloped tract of 
land, which is not the case in other cities, most of which do not 
have such large,open tracts. The details of planned developments 
and subdivisions (e.g., the color of each house and the way each 
“roof line“ fits it with the rest of the skyline) are controlled 
very closely by Foster City *s Planning Commission. and City Council. 
II. San Mateo 

Most of the development in San Mateo is not done on large, un- 
developed tracts of land because a great percentage of the land in 
san Mateo has already been developed. In contrast to the large, 
single-family type developments in Foster City, San Mateo's de- 


velopment applications more commonly request “redeveloping” by 
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building small apartment buildings after demolishing dilapidated 
single-family units or by “filling in" by erecting planned de- 
velopments of small scope. 

Pit. Daly Gaty 

Daly City, much like San Mateo, is about 95% built up. Devel- 
opment in the past occurred in substantial chunks by fairly large 
developers. More recently, however, most development has been 
concentrated in small-to-moderate infill projects; sites that 
involve unusual terrain and, thus, require special geotechnical 
and seismic information; or in condominium projects that are 
planned developments. The city is attempting to use the strict 
design and plan controls required of planned developments to 
guarantee some change from the basically linear skyline. 

IV. Redwood City 

Redwood City is predomin. ntly a residential community. Although 
there is substantially more commercial development here than there 
is in the extreme cases of Atherton and Hillsborough, there are 
still substantially more people in Redwood City than there are 
jobs (approximately 27,000 and 21,000 respectively). The residential 
predominance is bothersome to both Planning Staff and policy makers 
because the residential population is less affluent than is the 
population in other residential communities and, therefore, less 
able to support the city from property tax sources. 

Because of this combination of factors, Redwood City finds 
itself in the position of discouraging residential development, 
while encouraging commercial development to broaden the tax base 
and create new jobs. The Planning Staff in Redwood City related 
that, as far as residential development is concerned, Redwood City 


is experiencing two major categories of development. First, the 
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small-to-moderate-size infill subdivisions, running anywhere up 
to about 25 units. These could be single-family residences or 
multiple-family dwellings. Second, larger, planned developments 
of up to 150 units, either in the undeveloped-hills area or in 
the baylands. It is these two types of developments upon which 
we will focus our attention in the subsequent discussion. 
Ve. summary 

Our study encompasses cities with a variety of development 
pictures. Foster City is basically a “totally planned community" 
which develops by subdividing large, untouched tracts. Daly City 
and San Mateo present a more “normal” situation, characterized by 
the fact that the cities are already built up, resulting in the 
fact that most new projects are either infill type projects or 
redevelopment. Finally, Redwood City is represented as a com- 
munity where, to augment the tax base, commercial development is 


being favored over residential development. 
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Chapter 4 - A General View of the Development Review Process in 


the Cities 

Generally, the cities’ zoning ordinances determine the kind 
of developments allowed,and where they can go. The uses are 
normally divided into residential, commercial, industrial and 
special, then subdivided within those broad categories. For a 
listing of types of developments allowed and what part of the 
zoning ordinance governs them, see Appendix C. 

I. Foster City 

Development decisicns in Foster City involve three separate 
bodies: Inter-Department Evaluation Committee (IDEC), Planning 
Commission and City Council. 

IDEC is composed of representatives from the Planning Depart- 
ment, Building Department, Public Works Department, Fire Depart- 
ment and Police Department. This body meets to discuss each 
development application from an overall standpoint before the 
Planning Commission and City Council make any final decisions. 
IDEC serves the function of consolidating and coordinating depart- 
mental reactions to applications. It makes no official decisions, 
however; it is purely an advisory body. The developer is not 
allowed to attend or participate in IDEC meetings. The Planning 
Commission and City Council make all decisions on development: 
the Planning Commission has final authority over architectural 
reviews (required of all structures), subdivisions and use permits, 


while the City Council has final authority over planned developments. 
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An application for development may require different submittals 
by the developer depending on the proposed use. In each kind of 
district, the zoning ordinance enumerates "permitted uses" and 
"conditional uses". 

If the proposed use is a permitted, then the applicant needs 
only to submit architectural drawings to show the elevation of the 
structure, and site plans to show the landscape of the development. 
These drawings and site plans are required for "any building or 
Strucwure anh any, district by the- terms of Section 17.50.10 of 
the Municipal Code. 

lt the proposed use is a conditional one, then the developer 
must submit not only the materials for architectural review, but 
also an application for a use permit. This application requires 
many components, the major ones being: (1) location and ownership 
information, (2) proposed uses, (3) environmental impact assess- 
ment form (required by state law), (4) drawings that show the 
structure and overall visual appearance of the development, (5) 
bot Sizes, building sizes and density, (6) parkine and traffic 
studies, and (7) engineering plans for utilities and grading. 

Finally, there are special developments which don't fit into 

CAtner Une “Tormruled “Or COndi wore Caverories.. These are 
developments which cluster homes in a special way or which com- 
bine uses from different districts and are, as such, accommodated 
by what the zoning ordinance calls a "planned development combin- 
ane Gictrict «Or FUlaictricy. Many developments in Foster City 
fall into this category because the great portion of undeveloped 


land is controlled by one owner (Centex West) and is sold off in 
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chunks to developers, who then build an entire neighborhood im- 
plementing the PD district. For these uses, the developer must 
submit not only the materials for architectural review (Municipal 
Code Section 17.58.010) and the use permit application (Municipal 
Code Section 17.36.040) but also must submit apetition for amend- 
ment of the zoning ordinance which allows the PD district to come 
into existence (Municipal Code Sectionsi17.36.020, 17.74,020 and 
17.74.030). Such an applicatiion to rezone must be accompanied 
by a "general development plan" (Municipal Code Section 17.36.030) 
to show that the proposed use is in conformity with the city's 
general plan and that the use coincides with the other needs of 
ther CiLUy. 

To summarize, if the proposed use is a permitted one within 
a specific zoning district, the developer need only submit mater- 
ials for architectural review. If the use is a conditional one, 
then the developer must submit both materials for architectural 
review and the application for a use permit. Finally, if the 
development envisions uses from several districts (as do most 
developments in Foster City), then the developer must submit 
architectural materials, a use permit application and an applica- 
tion, for rezoning, 
II. San Mateo 

Review of applications for development in San Mateo is set up 
in a three-tiered system. The three tiers are the Board of Zon- 


ing Adjustment (BOZA, The Planning Commission and the City Council. 
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The type of development determines which body makes the final 
decision on any particular development and what specific mater- 
ijals are required. 

BOZA consists of the Director of Community Development (or 
his designate), the Director of Public Works, the Director of 
Parks,and. Recreation, the Building Official, The Fire: Chief and 
the Police Chief (or their designates), (San Mateo Municipal Code 
Section 27.06.0030). Although BOZA is composed of the same members 
as the Inter-Departmental Evaluation Committee (IDEC) in Foster 
City, ei VeiS. Git ferentwany saree Important respects. @¢rarsy, it is 
an official body, created by the Zoning Ordinance, that has final 
decision-making authority over many facets of community development. 
LDEC, -OnscneroLhner Nand, =1c,,01n van unotzscral advisory body with 
no decision-making authority, » Secondly, “since it is an official 
body, the developer is not only present but is required to parti- 
Cipate in BOZA's meeting. IDEC meets behind closed doors and does 
not aallow whe developer.to attend, (Last; the findinsssofTBOzA are 
recorded, and the developer is allowed to submit memoranda in 
opposition to those findings. IDEC‘s recommendations are in- 
cluded in the Planning .otatt Report.2n Foster City, but a devel- 
oper may only disagree when he or she comes before the Planning 
Commission. The second and third tiers of San Mateo's planning 
process are,respectively, the Planning Commission and the City 
Council. Their functions will be described subsequently. The 
following are the various types of applications a developer can 
submit in San Mateo (see Appendix D for an actual copy of the 


Planning Application form). 
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1. Site Plan and Architectural Review 

(SPAR) consists of preliminary plans for the development 
Showing dimensioned site plan and elevations of the structure, 
proposed landscaping, and design of parking facilities. A SPAR 
is required of every new building or addition with the exception 
of single-family residences and duplexes (San Mateo Municipal Code 
Section 21.10.030). (Note: Single-family residences and duplexes 
can be approved over the counter with no SPAR requirements, so 
long as they meet all requirements of the zoning ordinance such 
as setback, minimum lot area, maximum lot coverage etc.). 

2. Variance is required when there is a deviation froma 
particular design standard in a zoning district. The developer 
is applying, in such a case, for special treatment because of 
an oddity in his or her parcel of land or because he or she had 
an oddity in a project-design. 

3. Special Permit is required for so-called “special uses" 
in each zoning district. The zoning ordinance enumerates in each 
district uses that are “permitted” -- which need only a SPAR -- 
and those that are "special" -- which require discretionary approval. 

4, Planned Development is required when a developer applies 
for added leeway to cluster structures closer together and closer 
to rights of way. Such a planned development maximizes useable 
floor space, and the developer, in return, must provide a certain 
amount of added open space to compensate fo the city’s allowing 
him to ignore minimum lot and setback requirements. 

5. Reclassification is required when a developer wants his 
parcel reclassified under the zoning ordinance so that he can 


obtain a land use not allowed by his current zoning. 
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6. Parcel Map is required: 


ae whenever divided land results in less than 
five acres and fewer than five units all 
fronting on existing improved city streets, 
or 

be. whenever a building which has never been 
occupied is divided in ownership. 

7. Tentative Map is required: 

ae whenever land is divided resulting in more 
than five acres or more than five units, or 

be whenever land is divided creating parcels for 
which new dedication or street improvements 
are necessary, or 

Cc. whenever a building which has been occupied is 
divided in ownership. 

8. General Plan Amendment is required whenever a developer 
wants to develop to a standard or land use that is not in conform- 
ance with the then-current general plan of the city. 

9. Site Development Permit is required for the filling or re- 
moval of earth or trees from a lot or parcel. 

The types of applications enumerated above constitute a com- 
plete list of items heard in the planning process. Each tier of 
the decision-making hierarchy has final authority over different 
types of applications. Below we have summarized each body and 
the types of applications over which each has final decision- 
making authority. 

A. BOZA (See San Mateo Municipal Code Section 27.06.040) 

ie SEAK S 


2. Certain Special Permits 
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3. Parcel Maps 
4, Site Development Permits - where less than 
5,000 cubic feet is being filled or exca- 
vated or for removal of major vegetation. 
5. Minor Variances 
B. Planning Commission (See San Mateo Municipal Code 
section. 27.00.110) 
1. Variances 
2. Most Special Permits 
3. Tentative Subdivision Maps 
4, Site-Development Permits - where more than 
5,000 cubic feet is being excavated. 
5. All applications which require Environmental 
Impact Reports and applications that would 
not normally be determined by BOZA. 
6. Appeals from BOZA. 
C. City Council (See San Mateo Municipal Code Section 27.08.110) 
1. Special Permits for high-rise buildings 
2. Planned Developments 
ae, RECIaSSsis PCataons 
4, Final Subdivision Maps 
5. General Plan Amendments 
6. Appeals from Planning Commission 
It should be noted that the decision-making process is a cumu- 
lative one. Everything that goes to the Planning Commission is 
considered and analyzed first by BOZA, which, in turn, advises 
the Commission. Likewise, any item which must ultimately be 
decided by the City Council must first be analyzed by the Planning 


Commission. All applications are reviewed by BOZA. 
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Development decisions in Daly City are made only by the 
Planning Commission and City Council. There is no body similar 
tO LDEC Or BOA. 

Review of applications for development is also somewhat 
diutferent in Daly Caty., Wilike either san Mateo or Foster City, 
any application that requires Planning approval according to the 
zoning ordinance must go all the way to the City Council. The 
Planning Commission takes action on all such applications but 
it is only an advisory body. The Commission will make recommen- 
dations on each application, but formal approval is only given by 
the Ciucy COUNCIL. 

In addition, Daly City is somewhat unique in that many develop- 
ments need no official Planning approval. As you may recall, in 
Foster City any new structure whatsoever required some sort of 
design review prior to the permit process. Similarly, in San 
Mateo everything except single-family homes and duplexes requires 
a Site Olan and architectural review. Daly City, in contrast, is 
far more lenient in its design and architectural review require- 
ments. At this point, it would be helpful to review those types 
of applications a developér may make to the Planning Department 
(for actual copy of Planning Application, see Appendix D). 

1. Use Permit 

Each of the residential, commercial, and industrial zones has 
"permitted" uses and "conditional" uses. Those that are"permitted" 


may be constructed as a matter of right and require no official 
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planning approval or architectural/design review. For these 
uses, the developer goes directly to the Building Department 
and merely obtains the necessary building permits. The Planning 
Department will check the application as part of the plan check 
in the Building Permit process to be sure that the plans conform 
to all of the height, minimum area, maximum coverage and density 
requirements. Such a review is purely ministerial and checks 
for minimum requirements of the zoning ordinance. The review 
for these “permitted uses" is not a real development review in 
the discretionary sense that we have discussed it. 

On the other hand, if the proposed use is a “conditional"™ one, 
formal development review is required. For conditional uses, a 
use permit is required and must be obtained through approval by 
the Planning Commission and City Council. (See Daly City Zoning 
Ordinance, Section 21). For example, in an R-1 district permitted 
uses which may be developed as a matter of right without a use 
permit include single-family homes, parks, and playgrounds. Nursery 
schools, libraries and child care centers, however, are conditional 
uses and require use permits in an R-1 zone (see Daly City Zoning 
Ordinance, Section 8.1, 8.2). Thus, the use permit is the most 
basic type of development review in the Daly City planning process. 
It is governed by Section 21 of the Zoning Ordinance and requires 
approval of both the Planning Commission (Section 21.4) and City 
Councile Gection 2), sS). 

2. Variance 

Variances are governed by Section 22 of the Daly City Zoning 


Ordinance. A developer may apply for a variance “where exceptional 
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conditions, practical difficulties, unnecessary hardships, 

or results inconsistent with the general purposes of this 
ordinance may result from a strict application of certain 

provisions thereof”. (Daly City Zoning Ordinance Section 22.1). 

Again, approval is required by both the Planning Commission 
(Section: 22.4) and the City Council (Section 22,8). 

3. Zone Change 

Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance are governed by Section 
24 of the ordinance. These provisions are called into play 
whenever a developer wants to change the zoning designation 
which the official map has applied to his/her lot. The pro- 
cedure} for doing this 1s set out ine section 23 of the Zoning 
Ordinance. 

Our main reason for being concerned with the Zone Change is 
that 2b is required inv order to secure approval of a Planned 
Development. A Planned Development, of course, consists of a 
project which combines several zoing uses in a way which requires 
special consideration in regard to density, setback, minimum lot 
size and maximum lot coverage. Planned Developments are con- 
trolled by Section 15 of the Daly City Zoning Ordinance. Normally, 
the development approval occurs in three separate stages: 1) a 
sketch plan is taken to the Planning Commission to introduce them 
to the concept (Section 15.3A), 2) a preliminary plan is taken 
to the Planning Commission which shows tentative street patterns, 
densities, uses by type (Section 15.3B) and 3) a precise plan, 


tentative subdivision map and zone change are taken to the Planning 
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Commission and City Council (Section 15.3C). Most Planned 
Developments do not require Use Permits since the permitted 
uses are enumerated in the precise plan and zone change. Some- 
times, however, a Planned Development may require a Variance to 
allow it to be placed on a lot smaller than the five acres re- 
quired by Section 15.2R. 

4 Tentative Subdivision 

Developers must apply for a Tentative Subdivision Map when- 
ever they subdivide property or ownership. Most common in this 
area are Planned Developments and conversions from apartments 
to condominiums. 
Summary 

In summary, Daly City controls its development through Use 
Permits, Variances, Zone Changes and Tentative Subdivisions, 
All of these must get review by the Planning Department, the 
Planning Commission and the City Council. This process is some- 
what unique in that the Planning Commission has no official decis- 
ion-making power; it only advises the City Council. The Daly City 
process is also unique in that all permitted uses within each 
zoning district are exempt from development review except to the 
extent they are reviewed ministerially in the permit process. 
For such permitted uses, no legal authority presently exists to 
require site plan or architectural reviews. 
IV. Redwood City 

Redwood City's development review process, like others we have 


seen, is a centralized one. Some applications (including Planned 
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Development Permits, Zoning Amendments and Final Subdivision 
Maps) must go all the way to the City Council for final approval, 
but most decision-making authority is vested in the Planning 
Commission. Thus, we see a centralized process where most 

major development decisions are made by one body, the Planning 
Commission. 

In addition to the Planning Commission and City Council, how- 
ever, several other elements of the general process should be 
mentioned. First is the Plan Review Committee. This body is 
identical to IDEC in Noster City in that 17 is. composed. of rep- 
resentatives from six different departments (Planning, Building, 
Public works, Parks and Recreation, Police and Fire) and is only 
advisory in nature. In other words, unlike San Mateo's BOZA, 
the PRC only serves to advise the Planning Commission and has 
no power to issure any planning approval. Second is the Arch- 
itectural Committee, which is composed of one Planning Commis- 
Sioner and four other members appointed by City Council (Redwood 
City Zoning Ordinance Section 45.4) and has decision-making 
authority over all Architectural Permits (see below). Last is 
tne Subdivision Committee, which has®iinad authority.over all 
minor subdivisions and lot-line adjustments. 

The following are various types of applications that a developer 
can submit in Redwood City (reference may be made to an actual 
application form in Appendix D. 

1. Architectural sPermite are required of absolutely all 
developments except single-family homes and duplexes. It is 


issued by the Architectural Committee, is normally processed con- 
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currently with the Building Permit, and is really part of the 
plan check and design review that occurs after formal planning 
approval. If an Architectural Permit is involved in a project 
which needs formal planning approval ( e.g. Planned Development 
Permit or Tentative Subdivision Map), the developer will normally 
wait until the planning process is complete and approval is 
secure before obtaining this permit. 

2. Use Permits are required where the particular use allow- 
ed in a zoning district is a conditional use rather than a per- 
mitted one. Its purpose is to allow the Planning Commission to 
attach conditions of approval to maintain the use integrity of 
the district. 

3. Variances are required where a particular application for 
a permitted use seeks to avoid formal standards (e.g. setback, 
density, minimum lot area or coverage) of the zoning ordinance. 

4, Planned Development Permits are special permits not zoning 
districts. A developer may apply for a planned development in 
any zone. Although the permit effectively rezones the property, 
it technically maintains the original zoning. In other words, 

a planned development is like a permitted use, but with many 
Variances pranted™=Tfor that’ particular project. 

5. Subdivision Maps (Tentative & Final) are required when- 
ever a developer subdivides property. The Tentative Map is 
approved by the Planning Commission (unless it includes an excep- 
tion to the Subdivision Ordinance when it goes to the City Council), 


while the Final Map is approved finally by the City Council. 
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6.Minor Subdivisions are divisions:of four lots :or less. 
These are decided upon by the Subdivision Committee. 

7. Zoning Amendments are required when a developer wishes 
to change the zoning designation on his/her particular parcel. 

As mentioned earlier, most of these applications are approved 
or rejected by the Planning Commission. Below we have summarized 
which matters are decided finally by which body: 

A. Architectural Committee 
i. Architectural Permits (Section 45.7) 
B. Subdivision Committee 
1. Minor Subdivisions 
C. Planning Commission 
1. Use Permits (Section 42.3) 
2. Variances (Section 43.4) 
3. Tentative Subdivision Maps 
4, Certification of Environmental Impact Report 
5. Appeals from Architectural and Subdivision 
Committees. 
D2 Gaby Counci 
1. Final Subdivision Maps 
2. Tentative Subdivision Maps involving exceptions 
to the Subdivision Ordinance 
3. Planned Development Permits (Section 46.6) 
4, Appeals from Planning Commission 
5. Zoning Amendment (Section 41.8) 
If should be noted that all matters decided finally by the City 


Council are first considered and evaluated by the Planning Commission. 
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V. Summary 


The specifics of development review vary markedly in the 
four cities, not only as to what body makes the decisions, but 
also as to those matters which require approval at all. 

Foster City requires at least architectural review for all 
developments, and various permits (mainly the use permit or sub- 
division map) for some uses. San Mateo and Redwood City require 
at least architectural review of all developments except single- 
family homes or duplexes, and permits for some uses. Daly City 
requires no architectural review for any permitted use but does 
require review of the conditional uses. 

In terms of decision-making, the cities vary quite a bit also. 
In Daly City, any matter requiring approval must go through the 
Planning Commission, but may only be approved finally by the City 
Council. In Redwood City and Foster City, the Planning Commission 
has final authority over less-important matters, while the most 
important matters go to the City Council. San Mateo, finally, 
has three tiers of decision-making, allowing BOZA to handle arch- 
itectural review and smaller concerns, while only more important 
application types go to the Planning Commission and City Council 
for approval. 

As a preliminary reaction, we think the San Mateo structure 
shows the most thought and rationality. Clearly, Daly City’s 
system is not preferable. All matters there must go to the City 
Council, a process which seems to be wasteful. The Planning Com- 
mission and city departments are capable of making at least some 


of the less-important decisions. The Foster City and Redwood City 
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processes are rational and do have the advantage of centralizing 
policy making more than in San Mateo, since only two bodies make 
decisions rather than three. With the expansion of the regulatory 
system in recent years, it makes more sense to set up a hierarchy 
of decision-making instead of centralizing it. Such a hierarchy 
allows each body to make decisions of importance instead of con- 


centrating all decisions in one or two bodies. 
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Chapter 5 - A Step-by-Step Journey through the Planning 
Approval Process in Hach City 


To provide a first-hand view of how the development review 
system works in each city, we chose to guide a few hypothetical 
projects through the process. We chose projects which reflected 
the major types of residential development that were common in 
each City. Synee vdevelopment. varies from city to City, thes 
method made comparing cities a bit more difficult; nevertheless, we 
felt it was important to analyze the system in the light of the 
kinds of applications each city sees most often. 

To simplify matters, we have broken down the development re- 
view process into two separate stages. This chapter deals with 
the stage from the application for the project through the time 
it receives approval by the legislative body ( usually the Plan- 
ning Commission or City Council). The next chapter will show 
how the developer who has been given approval obtains the neces- 
sary permits actually to construct the house. 

I. van Mateo 

Remember that, in San Mateo, the most common type of resi- 
dential development is either 1) planned development or 2) build- 
ing a few apartment buildings (small number of units each) after 
demolishing single-family housing. In either case, the develop- 
ment would go all the way through the San Mateo City Council, 
which hears all planned development and reclassification applica- 


tions. 
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Normally, there is some sort of informal contact between 
the Planning Stari and the developer prior to, any) application. 
 2UuCh. contact. may take.the form of either telephone inquiries or, 
more, frequently; .personals visits toswork out’ detaliss sOnce the 
developer has worked out the specifics of the proposal, he/she 
(in our hypothetical development) submits an application for: 
a SPAR, a Site Development Permit (since removal of trees and/or 
excavationwls.alMmoss a.certainty)sc.and a-heclasshfication. Such 
an application would require the following materials: 
lem CURKENLAtLELe report 
2. dbx Sets.of complete plans, including 
plot plan, building elevations, land- 
scaping plans and floor plans 
3. Data sheet telling location, number of 
units, floor aréeayeunit. sizes, setbacks, 
parking arrangements and open-space ar- 
rangements 
Hoo An Os" x 41" reduction of each plan 
5 sign information 
6. Fee deposits 
Along with the preceding application materials, the developer 
must submit an Environmental Assessment Form (see Appendix D for 
actual copy) which outlines the proposed project details to facil- 
itate environmental review. Such an environmental review is re- 
quired by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which 


mandates that all local jurisdictions actively participate in the 
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in the preparation of documents outling potential effects on 
the environment from the proposed development and possible 
mitigation measures. 

The Environmental Assessment Form is key because it initiates 
the entire planning review. A development may be reviewed for 
environmental impact without all of the detailed application 
materials (see I-5 above), but projects that have both applica- 
tion and environmental material submitted are given priority. 
After the application and environmental forms have been submitted, 
the Planning Staff begins its initial study to determine whether, 
under the terms of CEQA, the proposed project: 

1. is “categorically exempt" and needs no 
environmental document 

2. merits a “negative declaration", stating 
that no significant adverse effects will 
result, or 

3. that a full “environmental impact report” 
is necessary to define what adverse effects 
the proposal will have, possible mitigation 
measures and alternatives to the project. 

This initial environmental study is normally done within a 
week or ten days of the time the application is submitted. The 
actual staff work in the determination requires one to two days 
to go to the site, double-check factual information and check the 
zoning and general plan to arrive at a final decision as to what 


is required for CEQA. Only a very small percentage of applications 
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requires a full environmental impact report--which might con- 
sume months to prepare. About 95% of all applications result 
in either negative declarations or categorical exemptions. 

After Planning Staff has spent a week to ten days deter- 
mining which document is required for the project, the Staff 
prepares The document. “ii ie is avnéegative declaration it) will 
be completed in two weeks during which three to four days of 
actual staff time will be consumed. A categorical exemption 
takes less time and a full environmental impact report takes 
much more time. Negative declarations, however, are the most 
common document which emerges from the environmental review. 

The time span which elapses from submittal of the application 
materials and environmental assessment forms to completion of 
the environmental document is normally around three weeks. 

When the environmental document is completed, the entire re- 
View process Gs setinto motion. “First, notice is .sent to all 
property owners within 300 feet of the proposed development to 
inform them that there is an environmental document on file, 
and open: to” inspection to’ anyone, “at the city library and City 
Hall. Secondly, the development application is put on the BOZA 
agenda for two weeks later (Tuesday morning meetings). Thirdly, 
Planning Staficdistributvesvavfull setvof plans tto the’ members ‘of 
BOZAS( Planning Division, bul dune OT fi cial. the: rire, Chien, the 
Public Works Division, toeParks and + Recreation and toe the Police 


Official). Each one of the departments uses the two weeks to 
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check code requirements, to identify any problems with the develop- 
ment and to prepare preliminary conditions. No formal staff reports 
are prepared, but every department head is advised of possible prob- 
lems with the proposal. 

Thus, the two weeks between the time the environmental document 
is prepared and the BOZA meeting allows the department staffs and 
the developer to prepare for the BOZA meeting. It also allows for 
the notifying of affected property owners. 

The analysis of the project in BOZA is the crucial step in the 
procedure. Although it is not formally ~ public hearing, there are 
environmental notice requirements; the public is allowed to attend 
and voice objections to the project; and the developer is encouraged 
to attend. The meeting begins with a general discussion of the pro- 
ject, during which officials make suggestions to improve the pian 
of the development. After a general discussion, the BOZA members 
enumerate specific conditions which the developer must meet and 
upon which BOZA approval is based. If BOZA sees problems that must 
be corrected before approval may be granted, it will continue the 
review of the application at the first BOZA meeting to be held 
after necessary corrections have been made. Interviews which we 
conducted indicated that very few applications, fewer than one in 
ten, are continued. Assuming, however, that BOZA thinks the project 
merits approval, it will approve the development with specific con- 
ditions. 

After the meeting, BOZA‘s action is recorded in a report to the 
Planning Commission. The report is completed the Friday following 


the Tuesday BOZA meeting (i.e. three days later). This report 
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gives BOZA‘s recommendations, final action and conditions -- if 

the project was approved. That same day BOZA mails to the applicant 
and to property owners who live within 300 feet of the proposed de- 
velopment a notice telling them that BOZA has approved the project 
and that they may appeal the decision to the Planning Commission. 

If no appeals are taken, the BOZA action beomes final 15 days after 
its meeting, or ten “days: after its action: is announced (“San Mateo 
Municipal Code Section 27.10.030). kemember that because our hypo- 
thetical application must go all the way through the City Council, 
the Planning Commission will hear it even if there is no appeal. 

Once BOZA approves the development application it is set on the 
Planning Commission's agenda for three to four weeks later -- accord- 
ing to a master schedule (see Appendix D). A minimum of three weeks 
is necessary because the BOZA record must be prepared and mailed, 
and then ten days notice is required for the Planning Commission 
hearing. The record of the BOZA proceedings serves as the staff 
report for the Planning Commission. “The record We mailed to whe 
applicant, who ws free to object or comment on any specifze condition 
or recommendation from BOZA. Applicant's objections take the form 
of a memo or letter that accompanies the report to the Planning Com- 
Mission. "if objections are filed; the stafi will also fide a2 memo 
with the report, jgustitying the questioned conditions. 

The actual Planning Commission hearing 16 @ formal public forum. 
The Planning Staff opens the forum with a presentation of the pro- 
| posed project and a summary of the BOZA recommendations and conditions. 
The applicant then makes his/her presentation. Next, the general 
public presents its views; this segment is not limited to property 


owners within 300 feet, but rather it is open to “all persons inter- 
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ested"(San Mateo Municipal Code Section 27.08.100). The Planning 
Commission then makes its decision. If the Commission denies the 
application, only the applicant can appeal the decision to the 
City Council (San Mateo Municipal Code Section 27.08.110). If 

the Commission approves the project, any resident of the City may 
appeal, provided he/she filed a written protest prior to the hear- 
ing or protested at the hearing (San Mateo Municipal Code Section 
27.08.110). Whether the report is approved or denied, any citizen 
may take up the decision at the City Council. All appeals must be 
taken within ten days of the hearing. 

Last, our project goes before the City Council to obtain review 
of the reclassification. It is set for three weeks after the hear- 
ing in the Planning Commission. No notice is required, so long as 
the City Council hearing date is announced within 30 days. (San 
Mateo Municipal Code Section 27.08.130.) The City Council then 
meets on the specified date and makes its final decision. 

The applicant has now proceeded through the Planning Staff, BOZA, 
the Planning Commission and the City Council. The Planning Staff 
environmental review runs two to four weeks from day of submittal 
if a Negative Declaration only is needed and ten to sixteen weeks 
if an EIR is required. The BOZA meeting takes place about two weeks 
after the environmental document has been finished. Thus, for an 
apartment conversion which would not require a full EIR, the entire 
process would consume about six to eight weeks from time of sub- 
mittal. The planned development would have to go through the city 
council and would consume 18 to 24 weeks from time of application. 
The Planning Commission takes place three to four weeks after the 


BOZA meeting. 
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The foregoing estimates for the processing of development appli- 
Cations were based on interviews with staff. Staff members indi- 
cated that fewer than one in ten applications are continued by 
either BOZA or the Planning Commission. They also stated that 
approximately 200 applications are processed by the city each year. 
Of those, roughly 25% go to the ene Commission (i.e. 75% are 
decided finally by BOZA), and about 10% go all the way to the City 
COUnCid. 

When asked how the process could be improved, the staff was 
hard-pressed except to stress the importance of the pre-application 
conferences. They explained that, given CEQA and the requirements 
of the Municipal Code, very little could be done to streamline the 
process. They went on to point out that most of the Code require- 
ments are unavoidable, because the bulk of them deal with appeal 
and notice periods. 

Conclusively, staff expressed the overall view that the develop- 
ment review process in San Mateo provides an effective framework 
for a balancing of environmental and planning concerns with the 
rights of private property owners to develop and use their land 
according to their own wishes. Most important, affected property 
owners are notified early in the process so that opportunities for 


Citizen input are assured. 


Tie POcverULly 


The most common types of residential development in Foster City 
are either large subdivisions or planned developments. Subdivisions 
require tentative subdivision map approval by the Planning Commission, 
whereas the planned developments require either a use permit or a 


rezoning by the City Council to change the zoning to a planned de- 


velopment combining district. 


: ~4h 


For the purposes of this discussion it will >de assumed that 
the development case illustrated here requires a use permit and 
possibly an application to rezone. Normally there is some sort 
of informal contact between the developer and city officials prior 
to the actual submittal of an application. The informal contact 
takes the form of either an informational meeting with the Plan- 
ning Director or a study session of the Planning Commission. In 
either case, the developer's project is reviewed in general terms 
to alert both him and the city to special problems that might be 
involved in the project. 

After the informal contact between the developer and planning, 
the developer works up the required materials, which normally include: 

1) Drawings showing the structure, where it 
lies on the land and its general appearance. 

2) Information outlining proposed uses. 

3) Environmental impact assessment form. 

4) Lot sizes, building sizes, density. 

5) Parking, and /traffie studies. 

6) Location and ownership information. 

7) Uta lity and erading: plans; 

The developer submits these materials at the Planning Department 
counter and the material is given a planning number. 

The next step is a crucial one and takes place about five days 
after a filing. At that time, a meeting of the Inter-Departmental 
Evaluation Committee (IDEC) is convened to analyze the project and 
its impact on the city. IDEC normally has, as its members, the 
Planning Director, the Public Works Director, a representative from 
the Building Department, a Police Department representative and a 


Fire Department representative. This meeting is the central focus 
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for working out problems in the development. The developer is 
not present at the IDEC meeting, because the function of the meet- 
ing is to bring together all city departments to establish recom- 
mendations to the Planning Commission. These include what condi- 
tions the commission should impose on the development to assure 
beneficial results to the city. The Planning Commission is empow- 
ered vosimpose such= conditions, by NMunicapal Code Section.17./2.010. 

ime next step begins approximately mane days from. fitine and 
involves environmental review. The Planning Director and Staff 
review the environmental impact information which the developer 
SUOMILG Wath the Use Permit) applacation. 95% Of, ali suplications 
resuls Im Nerative declaravionce sles s) cn OCClare 100. that wie 
development coniorms with the environmental Quality Act as it applies 
to Foster City. The remaining 5% must file a full Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR), whach, could take up to six months. This re- 
view is required by state law. Although only 5% of projects require 
full EIK's, many of the larger planned developments and subdivisions 
are among those 5%. If only a Negative Declaration is needed, staff 
Can Complete 1t. Within, as tew. days :)0n thesother hand, af.a full Els 
is needed, either the staff or an independent consultant will normally 
require one toO-six Months. to complete. it 

Foretne sake of illustratingethe rest.ot the process we wi. | 
assume thal, our hypothetical project only requires a logative Declar- 
ation, but we should remain mindful of the idea that many large pro- 
JEeCtS WOULdsbe Dut. back. at. Thi sapol nt. 

leven days from filing, the Planning Department sends out public 
notification of the subsequent hearing. Municipal Code Section 


17.72.090 requires that notice be sent by mail ten days prior to 
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the hearing to property owners within 300 feet of the new gevelop- 
ment. Notice is also placed in the newspaper and in designated 
public places. 

Fifteen days from filing, the Planning Department Staff com- 
pletes its report and sends it to the developer and the Planning 
Commission. The report enumerates the IDEC recommendations, the 
project’s impact on the city, the analysis of the professional 
planner and recommends the conditions that the Planning Commission 
should impose as a prerequisite to the issuance of the use permit. 

Twenty-one days from filing the Planning Commission meeting 
takes place. Both the developer and the Planning Department make 
presentations. These are followed by reports of concerned citizens. 
The Commission then determines: 

“whether or not...the use applied for will...be detrimental 
to the health, safety, morals, comfort and general welfare 
of the persons...in the neighborhood...or whether it will 
be injurious or detrimental to property...in the neigh- 
borhood or the general welfare of the city." (Municipal 
Code Section 17.72.030) 

If the Planning Commission finds that those conditézons will not 
result, it may grant a conditional use permit, and a recommendation 
to the city council to rézone the property. It should be noted here 
that the Planning Commission holds a hearing 21 days after filing 
but need not make a final decision at that hearing. It may "“con- 
tinue" the consideration of a use permit application to a later meet- 
ing. The conditional use permit is not issued until 14 days after 
its approval because any person has that period to appeal the Plan-- 
ning Commission’s decision to the City Council (Municipal Code Section 
17.72.1110). (Note: In the case of an appeal, the City Council not- 


ifys the public and renders its decision after a separate hearing.) 
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This stage in the Planning Commission seems to be the biggest 
single bottleneck in the process. = Foster City as’ a “totally planned 
Community In the words"ot the. Planning Director.) The city ie in 
the unique position of starting from ground zero -- with empty land-- 
and developing it block-by-block, neighborhood-by-neighborhood, 
until there-is no-more space Left.) Thus, the: Planning Commission 
uses TUS Unique position to ook av. every last detarl of the de- 
veloper’s plan, right down to the color each house will be painted 
ana the Way all of the: roots Will fit. visually with tne rest. of tne 
horizon. Of course, the Planning Commission may, Ime Lvis discretion, 
view even the most minute detail of a proposal under its mandate 
to protect the “health,safety,morals, comfort and general welfare" 
of the city in granting Use Permits (Foster City Municipal Code 
Section 17.72.030). Thus, given the zoning ordinance and its very 
general language -- and such language is common to most zoning ord- 
inaces -- the decision as to which details should be analyzed is a 
policy-decision to be made by the Planning Commission and, ultimately, 
the Civy Council?) As one tcity “Oificial vexplained, the Plannine iCom= 
mission bottlenecks the process because it deals with aesthetics 
and unknown values; it is frustrating for a developer to have to 
Walt weeks while the Planning Commission looks at paint colors, 

Within 30 days of a recommendation by the Planning Commission to 
rezone, the City Council must set a public hearing on the rezoning 
application, and the public has its chance to respond. Within 60 
days of the close of the hearing, the City Council makes ite decision 


on the rezoning (Municipal Code Section 17.74.070). 
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If the City Council approves the reZoning, a second reading 
of the approving ordinance occurs two weeks later. The rezoning 
ordinance becomes effective 30 days efter the second reading. 

Once the rezoning ordinance has become effective, the use permit 
is issued and the developer has finished the process with the Plan- 
ning Department and the Planning Commission. 

In view of the preceding, in Foster City, a use permit may 
ideally be processed in three weeks -- if only a Negative Declar- 
ation is required and no delays are experienced. For a project of 
any substantial size, several months would have to be added to the 
total for completion of a full EIR. The total time would become 
closer to 15 to 20 weeks, 

III. Daly City 

In Daly City, the two most common types of development are 1) 
the small infill type of development -- of from six to twenty 
single-family homes or condominiums -- and 2) a Planned Development 
of somewhat larger scale. Both hypothetical projects involve items 
which must be considered by the City Council. In the case of the 
Subdivision, a Tentative Subdivision -- and possibly a Variance 
(depending on specific setback, density, lot coverage and lot area 
figures) -- are involved, while, in the case of the Planned Develop- 
ment a Zone Change and probably a Tentative Subdivision are involved. 
Although our discussion will encompass most types Of residential 
development, we will focus on these two. 

Normally, there is some sort of informal contact between the 
developer and Planning during which the developer gathers information 
on what is required for the particular project. Once the developer 


has worked out the specifics, he will submit an application (see 


Appendix D for an actual copy of the Planning Application). 
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ihe applicaurzon Lorm muisuape ‘accompanied by the following materials: 

1. Three sets of sketch plans (site or plot plans) to show 
how the proposed development lies on the lot/lots; these are re- 
quired so Planning may check the parking, setback, coverage and 
area requirements as set forth in the zoning ordinance. 

2. An Environmental Evaluation Form (see Appencix D) that 
allows Planning to see if the proposed project has a significant 
effect on the environment under the California Environmental Quality 
ROT si CHO has. 

3. For Planned Developments, the developer must also submit 
perspective drawings, vehicular circulation patterns, open space 
provisions and areas set aside for different uses (see Zoning Ord- 
anance Seculon i.) 

The Environmental Evaluation Form is important because it initi- 
ates the development review. Within a week of the time the mater- 
lals are submitted, the City Planner reviews the environmental infor- 
mation to determine under the provisions of CEQA that the proposal: 

1) is "categorically exempt" and needs no environmental review, 

2) merits a “negative declaration”, indicating that no signif- 
icant deleterious impact will result, or 

3) that a full “environmental impact report" (EIR) is needed 
to outline how the project will minimize damage to the environment. 

This stage is a key one, depending on the outcome of the environ- 
mental assessment done by the City Planner, the proposal either 
glides through the rest of the planning process or is set back one 
to sixomonthe for preparation of the 2K.) 902 to 95% Of alll appli 
cations result either in categorical exemption or negative declara- 


tions. About 5%, on the other hand, do require £IR’s and among 
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them are virtually all Planned Developments. Almost without ex- 
ception, Planned Developments require EIR's because of their 
greater density, traffic, noise etc. Thus, of the two hypothet- 
ical projects we mentioned, the Planned Development would probably 
require an EIR, while the six-to-twenty unit project probably 
would result in a negative declaration. It should be noted that, 
besides Planned Developments, nearly 100% of all applications (in- 
cluding Use Permits, Variances, Subdivisions,if not large, and 
simple Zone changes) result in negative declarations. 

If the project requires an EIR (e.g. Planned Developments), it 
will have its environmental review completed in about two months. 
Four weeks will be spent preparing the EIR (although on huge pro- 
jects -- about 10% of those that require EIR's -- the EIR may take 
longer than four weeks). Another four weeks will be spent in cir- 
culating associations, nearby developments, Association of Bay Area 
Governments, the Coastal Commission, the State, Cal.Trans, Daly 
Gaty Fire, Police, Public Works, Parks and Recreation, Planning, 
Building Departments, PG&E., PT&l., cable television and the utilities. 
During that month of circulation after the “IR has been prepared, 
all affected parties are encouraged to give any comments or criti- 
cisms about the EIR or the proposal in general. Normally, about 
two months are needed from the time it is determined that an EIR is 
needed until the time that the EIR review is completed. The exception 
is inordinately large projects that requires longer than one month 
to prepare the EIR. 

If no EIR is needed, the process becomes substantially shorter. 


If only a categorical exemption or negative declaration is required, 
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preparation time is cut down to about one week instead of one 
month. In addition, another month is eliminated because EIR 
Circulation is not required for a negative declaration or cate- 
Porical exemption, °Thus, if an EIR “is required, it will take nine 
weeks to complete the environmental review and document; if no EIR 
is required those same tasks will require only two weeks. 

Once the environmental work has been completed, the item is 
placed on the next Planning Commission agenda for which adequate 
notice (ten days required by the zoning ordinance) may be given. 
Since the Planning Commission meets only once a month (second Tues- 
day in each month), the next available meeting for which ten days 
notice may be given is normally two to five weeks later. Those 
two to five weeks are spent in preparing a staff report with recom- 
mendations to the Planning Commission. If an EIR is involved, it 
will serve as the basis for the staff report, along with questions 
that are asked by other departments during the circulation of the 
bikes la NO Gihwis anvolved; a, stati report: is-preparedvexplaining 
the reason for a negative declaration and the recommendations of 
other departments as collected by the Planning Department. Some- 
times these recommendations are collected informally through staff 
work, while, in other cases, they result from a more formal confer- 
ence between Planning, the developer and impacted city departments. 

we arrive now at the Planning Commission hearing itself (second 
Tuesday in each month). If no EIR was involved (i.e. most Use Per- 
mits, most Variances, minor Zone Changes and small Subdivisions), 
this hearimgesoccurs foursto seven weeks from the time of "applvcation. 


If an EIR is involved (i.e. most Planned Developments, some Zone 
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Changes, large Subdivisions), the hearing occurs eleven to four- 
teen weeks from the time of application. The Planning Commission 
hears the staff report, allows the developer to make a presentation, 
and.then. opens the meeting to public debate. “Finally, after °a full 
public hearing, the Planning Commission makes its decision. If the 
project is very large or controversial, the final decision may take 
two to six meetings (i.e. two to six months). Interviews with staff, 
however, indicated that 80% to 90% of all applications are disposed 
of by the Planning Commission in one meeting. 

At this point, after preliminary Planning Commission approval, 
our two hypotnetical developments part ways. In the case of the 
small Subdivision, the Planning Commission has approved a Tentative 
Subdivision Map within four to seven weeks of the time of applica- 
tion (since it required no EIR). After Planning Commission approval, 
it is scheduled for a hearing before the City Council two to four 
weeks later, (which meets officially on the second and fourth Mon- 
days of each month). When the City Council meets, it will consider 
the developer's Final Subdivision Map and normally, will approve it 
if the Planning Commission approved the Tentative Map. Thus, for 
small Subdivisions (along with Use Permits, Variances, minor Zone 
Changes), the entire process takes six to eleven weeks. In addition, 
the developer, must wait for one month for the City Council resolution 
which accepts his Final Map to become effective as law. 

The schedule is different for the Planned Development. Assuming 
that there are no continuances, the Planning Commission has given 
approval to the first phase of the Planned Development. Recall 


that the Planned Development goes through three stages: 1) the 
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sketch plan, 2)preliminary plan and 3) precise plan. Each of 
these three plans must be considered by the Planning Commission. 
The developer:‘can, however, combine the sketch plan (;1) and the 
preliminary plan (#2) to be considered by the Commission at one 
time. Assuming that the developer is prepared (in our hypothetical 
Planned Development), the Commission would have approved both the 
sketch plan and. the. preliminary plan Ateits first meeting ii to 14 
weeks after the time of application (since an EIR was required). 
The developer would then go back to the Commission one month later 
to have his/her precise plan (#3) approved. Then the development 
would go to the City Council one month following final Commission 
approval. “Thus; finalvapproval by the City Councilvwill take place 
20 to+23 weeks after application. Again, the developer must wait 
an added month to allow the City Council ordinance to become law. 

We have reviewed the entire planning process in detail. Inter- 
views with staff were the basis for the information. As we dis- 
cussed, Daly City is unique in at least two respects: 1) the fact 
that every application for development must go all the way to the 
City Council, and 2) many types of developments require no design 
or architectural review whatsoever. 

Our interviews immediately uncovered the first common-sense 
reactions. 4 that mot everything need) gosto the’City Councid., In 
fact, the Council very rarely overturns the Commission's judgment 
and, more often than not, gives only cursory affirmation. 

secondly, it would appear that Daly City needs more design and 
architectural review. As it is, nothing except Use Permits, Vari- 
ances, Rezonings, Planned Developments and Subdivisions require 


design review. The Director of Community Development recognized that 
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more architectural review was needed. He explained that the 
zoning ordinance is being rewritten and probably will apply 
stricter design and architectural standards to more of the per- 


mitted uses and common types of development. 


IV Redwood City 


In Redwood City the two most common types of major residential 
development are 1) small infill subdivisions and 2) larger planned 
Gevelopments. A subdivision must be approved first by the Plan- 
ning Commission in the form of a Tentative Subdivision Map and 
Latersbyothe Caty Councihjini the form of la oFinal’ Subdi Vision’ Map. 
As we have done in other cities, we will trace the process through 
only as far as approval of the Tentative Map (since the Final-Map- 
approval process follows very routinely from approval of the Ten- 
tative Map). The Planned Development must go all the way to the 
City Council, (see Section 46.6). In the case of a small, infill 
subdivision, the developer would submit an epplication for a Ten- 
tative Subdivision Map, while in the case of a planned development 
the developer must submit an application for a Planned Development 
Permit. 

The following comprises a list of materials required for a com- 
plete application: 

1. Seven sets of plot plans drawn to scale and completely 

dimensioned. 

2. A set of elevation drawings. 

3.. Six sets of landscaping plans. 

4, A set of development plans showing sequential construction. 


5. Proof of ownership and legal description. 
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6. If a planned development, a written justification of 

why such a project is needed. 

fo Vt a SUG Iva cl OM, “six CODles Of a parcel or tentative map. 

Along with these application materials, the developer must sub- 
mit an Environmental Evaluation Form (see Appendix D for an actual 
copy), which outlines the details of the proposed project to facil- 
itate environmental review by the staff. Such an environmental re- 
view is required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 
While mendaves, that abi local jurisdictions actively participate in 
the preparation of documents outlining potential effects on the en- 
vironment and possible mitigation measures. 

The invironmental Assessment Form is very important. With it, 
the Planning Staff prepares an initial study to determine whether, 
under the terms of CHQA,the proposed project: 

1. is “categorically exempt" and needs no environmental docu- 
ment. 

2. merits a "negative declaration’ stating that no signifi- 
Cant adverse effects will result, or 

3. that a full “environmental impact report” is necessary 
to define what adverse effects the proposal will have, 
possible mitigation measures and alternatives to the pro- 
JeCus. 

PALS Ini tial environmental study by the Planning star?’ normally 
takes less than one week but could consume up to two. Only a very 
small percentage of applications requires a full environmental im- 
Pact report, With about’ 95% of all applications resulting in nega- 
tive declarations. Interviews with staff indicated that infill 
subdivisions almost always result in negative declarations, while 


planned developments almost always result in a full environmental 
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impact report. Four of the five subdivisions we examined re- 
quired full EIRs, a fact which contradicted the staff statement. 
Their (PD) statement was borne out by an examination of the plan- 
ned developments since three of the four cases analyzed did re- 
quire a full EIR. Thus, the initial assessment to decide which 
environmental document is needed takes from about four days to 
two weeks. 

The next stage is presenting the application to the Planning 
Commission. This stage includes i) preparation of the environ- 
mental document, 2) departmental review, and 3) publication of 
notice for the Pianning Commission hearing. These tasks require 
dramatically different time periods depending on which environ- 

mental document is required. interviews with staff indicated 

that, if only a negative declaration is required, the application 
will reach the Planning Commission two to four weeks after applica- 
tion. In other words, if the developer gets all materials submitted 
within two weeks of the next Planning Commission meeting and only 

a Negative Declaration is required, his application stands a good 
chance of getting on that agenda. A minimum of a few days to a 
week is needed to make the initial study as to which document is 
needed. Thus, in the case of a Negative Declaration, the following 
tasks are completed within ten to twenty days: First, the Planning 
Department distributes a set of plans to each affected city depart- 
ment. Second, a notice is published indicating that the Planning 
Commission will hold a public hearing. This notice, of course, must 
precede the hearing by at least ten days. Third, the Negative De- 
claration is prepared for approval by the Planning Commission. 


Fourth, and most importantly, the application is analyzed by the 
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Plan Review Committee. This committee meets every Tuesday and 

is composed of representatives of the Planning, Building, Parks 
and Recreation, Public works, Police and Fire Departments. Thése 
departments discuss the project, decide on conditions to recommend 
to the Planning Commission and determine the essence of the staff 
report to go to the Commission. 

The Plan Review Committee is almost identical to ID#C in Foster 
City. It has the same members, is only advisory in nature, allows 
the developer to attend if he specifically requests to and does 
Nov" Keen an Crlicial record. “IG, Like LDEC, 1s daiterent from 
San Mateo’s BOZA in that BOZA makes final decisions on some appli- 
cations, allows the developer to attend and keeps an official record. 

If a full EIR is needed (as was the case with most of the plan- 
ned developments and subdivisions we examined), the schedule changes 
dramatically. It takes one to two weeks to determine that a full 
EIR is actually needed. Another five to ten weeks are required to 
arrange *forsa consultant (i. City Stal?! Carnot do it) to. do, the Hie 
and Nave the ~E Px -completed. After-the EIR is completed, 10 is cir= 
culated for four weeks to all city departments and affected agencies. 
Finally, notice is given and the matter is put on the Planning Com- 
mission agenda. Information obtained from staff indicated that if 
a full GIR is required, it takes a minimum of two-and-a-half months 
(an average of four months from time of application) until the matter 
ils heard by the Planning Commission. The Plan Review Committee meets 
to COnsider an appli Catiomw involving a ful] BIR within the first 
few weeks while the £IR is being prepared. 

In summary, if the project involves only a Negative Declaration, 


the developer can expect to have his application reach the Planning 
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Commission two to four weeks from time of application. (Planning 
staff indicated that most infill subdivisions usually. fall..in the 
four-week limit). If, on the other hand, a full EIR is required, 
the same project could take a minimum of two-and-one-half months, 
an average of four months, and a maximum of up to a year, 

The actual Planning Commission hearing is a formal public forun. 
The Planning Commission meets on the first and third Tuesdays of 
each month. The Planning taff normally opens the hearing by pre- 
senting the staff report, which is a combination of written analy- 
Sis and the discussion from the Plan Review Committee. The devel- 
oper gives a presentation in support of the project, followed by 
reports from members of the public. In regard to continuances, 
interviews with staff indicated that about one application out of 
every four is continued beyond the first meeting for further con- 
Sideration. Those applications that are continued usually involve 
unugually complex issues or unusually large projects. 

Next, the project is scheduled for consideration at the City 
Council, The infill subdivision will not meed City Council.approval 
at this point -- since the Planning Commission has final authority 
over Tentative Subdivision Maps -- unless they involve exceptions 
to the Subdivision Ordinance... The City Council. meets on. the, first 
four Mondays of each month. Normally, when a matter is recommended 
for approval by the Planning Commission, it will be placed on the 
City Council agenda for three weeks later. The City Council 
often follows the recommendations of the Planning Commission and 
almost never continues a matter for further consideration. 

To review the process briefly, first the staff spends one-half 
to two weeks determining which environmental document is required. 


Most planned developments require a full EIR, while staff asserted 
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that most infill subdivisions would only require Negative Declara- 
tions, most of the ones we looked at did indeed require full SIRs. 
If only a Negative Declaration is required, the Tentative Sub- 
division lap will normally be approved by the Planning Commission 
two to four weeks after application. If a full EIR is needed (as 
in planned developments), the Planning Commission will open public 
hearings two-and-a-half to four months after application and the 
City Council will hear the application three weeks after the Plan- 
ning Commission has made its decisions. 

An important explanation is in order at this point. Redwood City 
is unique in one particular respect. Many projects involve planning 
approval for more than one item; for example, a Planned Development 
Usvelly 1 vaced an Din, which must be certified by the Planning 
Commission: a Planned Development Permit, which must be approved by 
the City Council: and a Tentative Map, which must be approved by 
the Planning Commission. In the same situation, the other cities 
we surveyed normally handle the entire procedure as one application 
in a package. Although that same route is available in Redwood City, 
developers do not normally follow it, according to our interviews. 
That is, typically, they will wait for each phase to be approved 
separately. First, they will allow the EIR to be certified, then 
they will apply for the Planned Development Permit and allow it 
to be approved by the City Council: and only then will they apply 
for the Tentative Subdivision Map and allow it to be approved after 
the other elements. This does not seem to make too much sense, 
Since the developer could save significant time by applying for 
everything at once. When asked, staff replied that developers 
choose the longer course mainly because of financial reasons. All 
applications require a nonrefundable fee. If there is a charge made 


in any segment of the project and the developer has submitted all of 
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the applications in the beginning, he/she must modify everything, 
Submit new applications and pay more nonrefundable fees. By pro- 
ceeding step-by-step the developer loses time but is able to respond 


rationally to changes made by the policymakers. 


Ve. summary 
On July 17, 1978, the Redwood City City Council adopted modifica- 


tions to the development review process studied here. It is hearten- 
ing to note that the city's staff recommendations -- adopted by the 
City Council -- incorporate the GRC/CIAF over-all recommendations 
regarding expediting the process, although the form taken is that of 
a Zoning Administrator with responsibility for the approval process. 

The system was implemented when the new ordinance took effect on 
December 6, 1978. Although it is premature to evaluate a new system 
in such a brief operational period -- particularly when the brief 
period occurs in the slow winter months, it is noteworthy that one 
week was sheared off the processing time of the first application 
whieh felt the effects of this, newusysitem. 

The application was submitted on January 2, 1979; went before the 
PRC on January 9, 1979; and was approved by the Zoning Administrator 
on January 10, 1979. work was begun on January 10. Under the old 
system, the Planning Commission would not have reviewed the applica- 
tion until January 16, 1979. The new, simple approach has demon- 
strated significant expediency even in its limited period of operation. 

Although in each city we are working with hypothetical develop- 
ments that supposedly reflect the most representative kinds of resi- 
dential projects, these “imaginary projects" differ somewhat from 
city to city so that comparison becomes difficult. General patterns 


do emerge, however. «In.all.faur cities, it appears thatraneapplication 
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which presents no serious problems and needs only a Negative Declar- 
ation may be processed, analyzed and approved in about a month or 
two (Foster City - three to four weeks; San Mateo- six to eight weeks; 
Daly City - six to eleven weeks; Redwood City - four to eight weeks, 
including both the Negative Declaration and subdivision). Those 
larger more complex projects which require a full EIR can be approved 
in about four to six months (Foster City - fifteen to twenty weeks; 
San Mateo - eighteen to twenty-four weeks; Daly City - twenty to 
twenty-three weeks; Redwood City - fourteen to twenty-four weeks). 

Although these time periods may seem quite long, we honestly feel 
that they are very reasonable. Having studied this subject over a 
long period of time, we are frankly surprised by how efficiently these 
processes flow. Most of the time-consuming segments of the review 
are mandated and required by some state statutes. The most time-con- 
Suming element of the entire process is the environmental review and 
preparation of the environmental document -- all of which are speci- 
fically called for in CHEQA, “In addition, the state planning statutes 
call for minimum notice periods which the cities must meet in order 
to comply with the law. 

To be sure, some of the processing time could be reduced with im- 
aginative and rational planning. Much of that is already being done 
and we were impressed with how often the various staffs constantly 
seek improvements in the overall system. Our recommendations as to 


possible improvements in each city will come later. 
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Chapter 6 - A Step-by-step Journey Through the Building Permit 
Process in. Each City 


After a developer has received planning approval, he or she enters 
the second important phase of the development review process. In 
order actually to construct the development, the developer must 
deal with several other city departments to obtain the necessary 
building permits. As we mentioned earlier, this vart of the process 
is often not included in a discussion of the development review pro- 
ceess. It is included in our study because it is an integral part 
of getting a development completed. 

There are several permits in each city. The permits that are re- 
quired in each city are listed and described in Appendix E. It shouid 
also be noted that, whereas the process up to this point has been 
coordinated by Planning in each city, the process now becomes cen- 
tered in the Building Department or Division. 

1. san Mateo 
A. Permits and materials Kequired 
Tne first step in actually constructing the project is to show 
planning approval and apply for a Building Permit in the Building 
Division. in order to complete the application, the developer must 
submit the following materials: 

1) Two sets of detailed structural drawings. 

2) A set of structural calculations to show that the draw- 
ings conform to the calculations. 

3) A set of specifications giving a detailed description of 
materials and methods to be used for construction (e.g. 
trenching, va Pilling, types of- concrete, timber, steel, 
doors, windows etc.). 


4) Three sets of landscaping drawings. 
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5)MA Set lof plans for=public works. 
6) A set of soils reports from a soils engineer if the 
project is in an area of steep grade, bay mud, or 
differential settlement. 
Bie buy dime Divwasions Valuation and. Plan Check Fee 

Assuming that all of this material is submitted (and of course, 
it might take a developer months to get it all in order), the permit 
processoisesetsinto:motion: -The Building Division first reviews the 
applicationtfor'’a "valuation" (i.e. value of the structure), upon 
which the Building Permit fee and the Plan Check fee will be based. 
This process could take anywhere from a day to several weeks, depend- 
ing on the size of the project. More often than not the process is 
completed within a few days. Once the valuation has been determined, 
the applicant must pay the Plan Check fee, which is a percentage of 
the valuation. 

C. Planning Division Conducts Plan Check 

The Building Division immediately sends the plans and drawings to 
Planning Division which receives them and puts together an "Action 
Letter” Storwthe application.’ The Action better*consistse of av%irsetvoft 
final conditions (normally from the actual record of the BOZA meeting) 
upon which is superimposed a set of columns. One of those columns 
indicates which city department the condition affects, while the other 
column is left “for ‘the affected department to check off when it “finally 
sees the plans (see Appenix F for an example of the Action Letter). 
Next, the Planning Division prepares a Site Development Permit form 
and a checklist that goes with 3%. that will tbeuattached tothe plans 
and Action Letter as they circulate from department to department. 


Again, each department will eventually check off on this document. 
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Finally, the Planning Division checks the plans for conformance 
with: 1) the final conditions from BOZA, the Planning Commission 
and the City Council that deal with the Planning Division, and 2) 
all zoning ordinance requirements for setback, floor area and related 
land-use factors. Presuming that the plans are satisfactory for the 
ordinance for the planning conditions, the Planning Division approves 
tLhe.project( tor plan-check) purposess /)dtw doesathis) by “signingi eft” 
in the "approvals" section of the Building Permit application (see 
Appendix F) and by checking the proper columns in the Action Letter 
(see Appendix F). 

De. Parks and.Recreation Conducts. Plan Check 

Next, the application is sent to Parks and Recreation. They check 
the plans to assure conformance with the finai conditions that deal 
with parks and recreation. Most often, this would involve landscap- 
ing, slope and drainage conditions. In addition, they assess a Park 
and xecreation Tax which all applicants must pay to support City open- 
space plans<..The-tax amounts to (thirty,.cents per ’$100 (of valuation. 
The developer may have the thirty cent rate reduced if his project 
devotes a much greater amount of open space than is required by 
the Municipal Code. Finally, the Parks and Recreation Department 
figures a valuation for landscaping work, upon which the developer 
must then post a bond to assure proper completion. Once all of these 
tasks have been completed, Parks and Recreation signs off in the 
approval section of the Building Permit Application, in the Action 
Letter and on the Site Development checklist. 

Dy » Public works Conducts, wis’ lan Gheck 

Next, the application is circulated to the Public works Depart- 
ment. It first checks the plans to assure conformance with the final 


conditions dealing with public works. Secondly, it establishes a 
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valuation for landscape maintenance and public improvements (i.e. 
necessary work with sewers, storms, water system, curbs, gutters, 
sidewalks etc.). It then requires bonding to assure completion. 
Thirdly, it issues an Encroachment Permit to allow the developer to 
work on improvements in the public right-of-way. Fourthly, they 
closely inspect parking arrangements to assure compliance with city 
Standards. Finally, after these tasks have been completed, Public 
Works signs off im the approval section of the Building Permit appli- 
cation, in the Action Letter and on the Site Development checklist. 

Fe Building Completes the Building Permit Process 

Iie mlanc iow Kecuim elo Lhe —BuULlding@  Deparwmciu pine st eRe rienrsn= 
alleais Notified tand cemes to Building to check the plans for proper 
fire-protection equipment, exit clearances and warning systems. He 
then Sipns Off on whe Pui ldine Perms Avo lication, on the Acwmon Let-— 
ter and on the Site Development checklist. 

If the project involves any food-serving facilities, the County 
Healtn Departmens ‘srers- oft (as: the final step. 

Once all of the other departments have completed their work, 
Building is veady vo “complete the permit process. The permit appli- 
cation is channeled to a Building plan checker. It is checked in de- 
tail for conformance with: 1) the final conditions attached to the 
project that deal with the Building Department, and 2) the Uniform 
Building Code. Building also double-checks all of the conditions 
dealing with Planning, Fublic works, Parks, and kecreation, Fare and 
Health toumake cure Anat they properly Signed off. when that process 
has been completed, Building collects the Building. Permit fee and is- 


sues, the» permit. The Geveloper is frees to. befin, construction. 
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Ge The Plumbing, #Zlectrical and Mechanical Permits 

After issuance of the Building Permit, the developer is free to 
obtain the other three permits, however the general contractor may 
come in and- obtain Plumbing, Electrical and Mechanical Permits. Al- 
ternatively, each one of the subcoritractors may come in separately 
to get the permits individually. These permits are issued on an 
automatic basis upon payment of the permit fee. Conformance with 
the plumbing, electrical and mechanical codes is assured through sub- 
sequent inspections. 

Hs Inspections and Certificave of Occupancy 

The Building Division conducts roughly seven separate inspections 
to check conformance with the four codes. The following represents 
a brief summary of the various inspections: 

1) Inspection of the forms and reinforcement after trenching 
just prior to the pouring Of concrete, 

2) The plumbing rough-in inspection and partial frame inspection, 
which checks rough plumbing and heating facilities under the 
slabbing of the floors. 

3) Final plumbing, electricar wiring and final frame inspectioni 
once the frame is completed. 

4) Subfloor and roof inspection, which checks the adequacy of 
CONSVLUCT LON « 

5) Duct-system inspection, which checks the heating and furnace 
flues. 

6) Lath. and/or wallboard inspection. 

7) Final inspection. 

when the construction and inspections have all been completed, the 


developer must come to the Building Official for the certificate of 
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occupancy. No building may be occupied without the certificate eoan 
Mateo Municipal Codesscetione27.10.020) on Thes Building Official will 
not issue the certificate until the Division has checked one last 

time for the final conditions that were placed on the development 
application. The Building Division then has each department check 

off that all the conditions have been satisfied in the final structure. 
when the conditions have all been checked off, the certificate of 
Cciupancy. ls issued by the Building’ Cificial. 

1 Overview 

The entire permit process involves mostly manual checking of work 
to assure conformance with predetermined codes and conditions. 

Thus, the permit process requires nowhere near the amount of time 
required by the developmert review process. 

Time frames were not presented in the foregoing discussion; how- 
ever, interviews with the Building Division indicated that the pro- 
cess from time of complete Building Permit application to the time 
the Burlaing Permnb te “issued wo normally ven “to thirty days.) This, 
of course, includes plan checks by every department and bonding. In 
the event that the developer delays on any of the requirements, the 
entire process will be slowed. The ten to thirty days refers only 


to start turnaround tame. 


Vive Dery Caiy 
Kh. Applyine tor a building (Perm tyand Plan Check 
TMe-architect normally well come wo the Building Davisioniwaitn 
the preliminary plans for a pre-check conference. At this time, 
the architect is informed of ways in which the plans may be im- 
proved to facilitate the permit conference. The next step is to 


fill out:an applicationvat the Building Division for a Building 
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Permit and Plan Check (see Appendix F). With these applications 
the applicant must also supply the following materials: 
1) A minimum of two sets of detailed plans. 
2) AS Pull setlof specifications. 
3. A set of engineering calculations. 
4) Grading and public improvement plans. 
5) An estimated valuation of the structure. 
B. Building Division Valuation and Plan Check 
Assuming that the developer has submitted all of these materials, 
the permit process is set into motion, First, the, Building Division 
checks the developer's valuation by using a standard formula of dol- 
lars (per squares foot.) Phen, the, Buidding Division does, iis pien, icheck 
to see if the development complies with ali the requirements of the 
Uniform Building Code. It then signs off on the Plan Check form (see 
Appendix F) and sends the plans to the Planning Division. 
Ci) Planning Diwasion -Conductesvelan Check 
The Planning Division receives the plans and checks them for com- 
pliance with 1) the final conditions imposed by the City Council, and 
2) area, setback, maximum coverage and density requirements of the 
Zoning Ordinance. Assuming there are no problems, the Flanning Div- 
ision approves the plan, signs offon the Plan Check Approval form 
(Appendix F) and sends the plans to the Engineering Division. 
D.. Lngineering Division Filan Check 
The Engineering Division first determines whether or not the de- 
velopment requires a grading permit... If so, it checks the grading 
plan, collects the fee and issues the permit. It then checks the 
plans for adequate drainage provisions. Finally, it checks the plans 
for public improvements (e.g. streets, sidewalks, driveways, street 
trees). If work is required in a public right-of-way, lingineering 


will require filing of a street Opening and Sidewalk Permit. Pamal iy. 
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Engineering will sign off and send the plans to the North San Mateo 
County sanivavlon District. 
Be sanitation District Plan Check 
The Sanitation District checks the plans to determine the charge 
for connecting the development to the sewer system. They sign off 
and send the plans to the Water Division. 
Fe. Water Division Plan Check 
The Water Division first checks the plans by determining the number 
Of Watersiixtures involved, “It=then calculates the amount ‘of water 
service that such a number of fixtures will require. If substantial 
new service is needed (e.g. in a large subdivision), the water Division 
will charge the developer for installation of a new main. Finally, 
it checks for new hydrants that might be required. The water Division 
will then sign off and send the plans to the Fire Department. 
G. Fire Department Plan Check 
The Fire Department first double-checks to be sure that adequate 
hydrants and water mains have been taken care of. It then checks 
the Uniform Fire Code (Daly City Code, Chapter 12) for compliance with 
Standards (relating 0: 
1) smoke detection devices. 
2) exit clearances. 
3) fire escapes. 
4) sprinkler systems. 
5) street access. 
Assuming there are no problems, the Fire Department will sign off 
and send the plans to the electrical division. 
I. Building Division Completes the Building Permit Process 
The plans now return to the Building Division. They have been 


checked by all affected city departments. The Building Division 


=70= 


then contacts the developer, who comes in to pay the Plan Check 
fee and Building Permit fee. Upon payment, the Building Permit 
is issued and the developer is free to begin construction. 
J. Plumbing, Mechanical and Electrical Permits 
Once the Building Permit has been issued, the developer may obtain 
the other three permits. The general contractor may obtain all of 
them upon payment of the appropriate fees and after filling out the 
applications. Alternatively, each one of the subcontractors may 
come in individually for the permits. In either case, the Electri- 
cal Permit is obtained from the Llectrical Division while the Mechan- 
ical and Plumbing Permits are obtained from the Building Division. 
All of these permits are issued on an automatic basis upon payment 
of the fee along with filing of the application. Conformance: with 
the various codes is assured through the subsequent inspections. 
K. Inspections 
Phe. Bugiding, Electrical and Public works Divisions conduct. «a 
minimum of five and a maximum of ten inspections to assure conform- 
ance with the codes. In a minor project, the following minimum in- 
spections will be conducted: 
1) Foundation inspection (complete) 
2) Framing inspection. 
3) Plumbing, wlectrical and Mechanical inspection. 
4) Sheetrock inspection 
5) Siding and Roofing inspection. 
If a more substantial project is involved, ten inspections are 
conducted as follows: 
1) Foundation inspection (complete). 


2) Rough plumbing. 
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3) Structural steel or rough wood framing. 
4) Gas/Nater piping inspection. 
5) Flues, vents, ducts inspection. 
6) Zlectrical conduit and wiring inspection. 
7) Floor sheathing inspection. 
8) Interior wall sheathing or lath inspection. 
9) Outdoor wall sheathing inspection. 
10) Roof nailing inspection. 
when the construction and inspection have all been completed, the 
developer comes to the Building Division where the project is assigned 
nouse numbers anda certificate of occupancy is issued. 
L. Overview 
Time frames were not presented in the foregoing discussion; how- 
ever, information from the Chief Building Inspector indicated that 
the tame span from Buviding Permit application until the time the 
Building Permit is actually issued is normally seven to thirty-five 
days. Unis, of course; includes the plan checks by all of the de-= 
partments. Also the seven to thirty-five days indicates only st: ff 
turnaround time. if the developer delays with any information or is 
required to add supplemental material, the entire process will be 


slowed. 


ii lens Redwood City 
A. Applying for a Building Permit and Plan Check 


The Developer normally is encouraged to have the architect check 
with the city for pre-application advice. At the time of applica- 
tion, the applicant. musts fili-outthe+formeyfor aj Building Permit<and, 
along with it, submit the following materials: 

1) Two sets of plans (architectural and structural); such plans 


must include plot plans, foundation plans and floor plans. 
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2) A set of specifications and calculations supporting 
the plans. 
3) Three sets of plans showing elevations, contours, 
driveway locations, drainage and sewer systems. 
4) Soils reports, if required of the specific development. 
B. Building Department Valuation and Plan Check 
Assuming that the developer has all of the materials necessary for 
a complete application, the permit process is set into motion. First, 
the Building Department arrives at a valuation for the development; 
this is done by using a standard cost-per-square~foot formula. Next, 
the Flan Check fee (based upon the valuation) is collected before 
the Building Department will perform any services. 
After receiving a complete application and the Plan Check fee, the 
Building Department immediately sends a set of plans to Planning to 
be checked. While the other city departments perform their plan 
checks, Building simultaneously checks its set of plans for conform- 
aneé with the specificiations of the Uniform Building Code. 
C. Planning Division and Architectural Committee 
when the Planning Division receives a set of plans, it must perform 
at least two tasks. First, it puts the application on the next avail- 
able Architectural Committee agenda. The Architectural Committee is 
a design-review body made up of one Planning Commissioner and four 
other citizens appointed by the Planning Commission. Within one to 
two weeks the Architectural Committee will review the plans to assure 
that the plans meet the aesthetic and technical standards in kedwood 
City. Vit iS very rare for an’ Architectural Permit’ to be- derited;’ its 
issuance constitutes a check to prevent outrageous designs. 
while the Architectural Committee is making its decision, the 


Planning Department checks the plans to be sure that 1) they conform 
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tothe, final conditions as’ amposed by the Flanning Commission and 
City Council and 2) they conform with add) zoning ordinance! requi re- 
MENUS SUCH as setback, lotecoverage,fmiloomarecarecte. sinen, the Flan- 
ning Department hasafinished; itesends) the plans’ onvto, Public Works 
and sends a memo to Building either giving its approval or comments 
as to what is wrong. 

Der Eublachorks=Department Conducts, its. Plan Check 

The Public Works Department checks the plans with two items in mind. 
First, it checks to be sure that the final conditions, which are de- 
termined by planning approval and which deal with public works, have 
Deena complicdwiths, isecondly, TviGhecks tnodetarl tombe sure that 
adequate provisions have been made regarding drainage, storm systems, 
UtilEtyY Connections and driveway poutssesAftersitstanalveis; the Public 
Works Department sends a memo to Building giving its approval or 
comments and sends the plans on to the Fire Department. 

BK. Fire Department Conducts Plan Check 

The Fire Department first double-checks to be sure that adequate 
hydrants and water mains have been provided. Secondly, it checks 
for compliance with minimum requirements in regard to smoke-detection 
devices, exit clearances, fire escapes and street access. Finally, 
Fire sends a memo of approval to Building and the plans are sent back 
to Building for a final check, 
Department Completes the Building Fermit Frocess 
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The Building Department is now in a position to complete the pro- 
céss.. First, 1t, recheckso: aja-conditionswand departments: to be sure 
that each agency has fully-checkedythesmnoject Tor Conformance with 
planning approval. If everything is satisfactory, the Building Fer- 
mit will be issued immediately upon payment of the fee. If there is 


something unsatisfactory, the Building Department will send the de- 


my she 


veloper cetailed comments from the other agencies to show how the 
plans are deficient. Once the Building Permit has been issued the 
developer is free to begin construction. 
G. Electrical and Plumbing-Mechanical Penitts 
Once a Building Permit issued, the developer may obtain the other 
two permits. The general contractor may obtain the permits all at 
once or may send the subcontractors in separately. These permits 
are issued automatically upon payment of the application fees. Code 
conformance is assured by subsequent inspection. 
He Sinepections 
The Building Department conducts a minimum of five inspections and 
-- in some cases more than five -- on each construction project. At 
least the following five will be conducted cn each project: 
1) Foundation inspection. 
2) Rough plumbing and mechanical inspection. 
3) Framing inspection. 
4) Interior inspection. 
5) Final inspection. 
If a more substantial project is involved, several inspections 
will be added as follows: 
1) Foundation inspection. 
2) Rough plumbing inspection. 
3) Rough mechanical inspection. 
4) Framing inspection. 
5) Rough electrical inspection. 
6) Stucco, wire and lath inspection. 
7) Insulation inspection. 
8) Roof nailing inspection 
9) Sheet rock nailing inspection. 


10) Gas piping test. 
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11) Final mechanical plumbing and electrical inspection. 
unén CONnStruction and inspection have all been completed, the 
developer has the final inspection certified and the building may be 

occupied. 

I. Overview 

Time frames were not presented in the foregoing; however, inter- 
views with the Building Official and representations made to the pub- 
LiG Andicare: that the tame from Building Permit application until 
actual issuance is normally one to three weeks. This, of course, 
included plan checks by all of the departments. It does not include 
time delays that might result if either the developer submits incom- 


plete Marerials or if the ceveloper has had to correct the plans. 
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The deseription of evente is somewhat different imeshester City. 
Along with the normal plan-check procedure, we have included a fair- 
ly detailed description of how the developer must deal with Public 
Works vo construct the public improvements (e.g. streets, sewers etc.) 
which are part of most large developments here. Although this de- 
scription does not provide a basis for comparison with the other cities, 
it does give a sample description of the added problems encountered 
whenever public improvements are to be constructed along with build- 
Ings. 

A. Building Department: Grading Permit 

The first permit to be issued) is) the grading permit. It»must be 
obtained before any of the others. This is convenient for the devel- 
oper because grading is one of the first subjects handled by IDEC. 

In order to get a grading permit, the developer must come into the 


Building Department and have his grading plan okayed. This normally 
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happens soon after issuance of the use permit but could take place 
even beforehand. If the developer does grade prior to the issuance 
of the use permit he has done so at his own risk since final grading 
plans could be changed by the Planning Commission or the City Council. 
As we noted before, the grading permit is normally handled by Public 


works, but Foster City delegates it to Building. 


B. Public Works Department: Submittal of Improvement Plan by 


Developer 
With the grading permit in hand along with the tentative map that 


was approved in connection with the use-permit application, the devel- 
oper is ready to deal with the Public Works Department. The developer 
must submit an Improvement Plan to the Department along with the 
following items: 
1) Tentative Map with streets, sewers, storms, water systems etc. 
2) Grading Plan/Permit. 
3) Hydrological and hydraulic calculations for storm drain systems. 
4) Hydraulic calculations for sewer systems. 
5) Hydraulic calculations for water systems. 
6) Structural pavement designs. 
7) Certification by independent soil engineer as to soil stability. 
8) Total cost estimate of all improvements ("Improvements" in- 
clude everything except the physical building). 
Once the developer has submitted this Improvement Plan, he can 
expect to wait at least two weeks while the Public Works Department; 
a) checks the tentative map to be sure it conforms with all conditions 
and restrictions set forth in the use permit and b) checks the total 


cost estimate and comes up with the final estimated cost of improvements. 
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Cah ePubileaworiwe Department: Agreement for Improvement and 
Kecordation of Final Map 


Once the Public works Department has received a Final Map which 
conforms to all necessary conditions and an Improvement Plan the 
contents of which have yielded an accurate estimated cost of im- 
provements, the developer may take the required steps to obtain 
OLtrcral, recording, of thes final Map... First, Public Works drafts 2 
resolution: for the. City Council which included the Final Map and an 
Agreement for Improvement. The Agreement for Improvement states 
that the» City allows. the developer. to improve. the property, subject 
TOs tne, [eliowing. cequirementc: 

1.) Developer must pay 3% of the estimated cost of improvements 
aS a fee for the privilege of developing land in Foster City. 
(Note: This 3% does not cover any kind of inspection; it is 
purely and simply a payment for the right to build and the 
funds go straight into the general funds of the city.) 

2) Developer must supply the city with a performance bond in 
the amount of 115% of the estimated cost of improvements to 
assure that the improvements will be completed. 

3) Developer must supply a labor-materials bond in the amount 
of 50% of the performance bond to assure labor and materials 
for the improvements. 

4) Developer must pay the fee for either a Construction Permit 
(which is needed for improvement on private land as in the 
case of a planned development) or an Encroachment Permit 
(which is needed for hooking up to already existing facil- 
ites on public property as in the case of a subdivision). 


Botnvot these Tees are Pased Upon a schedule that represents 
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a percentage of the estimated cost of improvements. (Note: 
the fee for construction and Encroachment Permits are used 
by Public Works to cover the cost of on-the-job inspection 
of improvements below the ground, i.e. sewer, storm and 
water systems.) 

5) Developer must pay an Inspection Fee which is based ona 
schedule of percentage of the estimated cost of improvements. 
(Note: The Inspection Fee is used by Public Works to cover 

the cost of on-the-job inspection of improvements above 
the ground,i.¢€. street work, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, 
monuments, landscaping etc.) 

The resolution setting forth the Final Map and the Agreement for 
Improvement are set on the next City Council Agenda (the City Council 
meets on the first and third Mondays of each month). Thus, Council 
approval of the Agreement and Final Map will normally occur anywhere 
from two weeks (for the simplest subdivision) to several months (for 
a complex, planned development) after Public ‘works has made its deter- 
mination of the estimated cost of improvements. 

It is not until the developer has paid all of the fees, has posted 
all of the bonds, has received #ncroachment or Construction Permit 
and the City Council has approved the Agreement for Improvement that 
the developer can begin work on the project. 

After City Council approval, the (Caty Clerk records the action and, 
normally, within one week sends the Final Map to the Clerk of the 
Board of Supervisors at the County who, in turn, sends the Final Map 
to the County Recorder's Office. By law, the Final Map must be trans- 
mitted to the county {67 recordation irom the city. /inally, the 
county produces a mylar copy and a cloth print of the Final Map and 


sends them back to Foster City Public works. Once the Final liap has 
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been officially recorded, the developer has finished his dealings 
with Public works (except for inspections which will be discussed 


in a later section). 


Us Burliding Department: “‘Construction Plan Check and Permit 
Applications with Building Department 


Tne Building Department’ s essential function relates to its four 
main permits (Building, Plumbing, Hlectrical and Mechanical) and the 
inspections that go along with them. These four permits control the 
actual structural and internal specifications of the development. 

The Building Department has reported very early in the planning pro- 
cess DY participating in the IDEC meeting, at which point Burlding 
was merely reviewing overall design specifications to turn up obvious 
deficiencies. At this point, however, after the Use Fermit has been 
issued, the developer must produce actual construction designs as 
worked up by the architects and engineers. 

The developer will be working on his Improvement Plan for Public 
Works andeniise Construction Plan for BuLlding pretty much concurrently. 
It should be noted; however, that the Building Department cannot issue 
even the first of its four permits (the Building Permit) until the 
Final Map has been officially recorded. In other words, the devel- 
oper must complete all of his deals with both departments concurrently, 
but the pricrity will de with his improvement Fidn for Public works. 
This merely reflects practicality and common sense, Since the devel- 
oper cannot erect a building before he has completed the work on all 
of the subsurface development, i.e. sewer, storm and water systems 
handled by Public works. Thus, the Building Department requirements 


Cannovurewe LUlsri lec iil) aiter those of Public works: 
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In any case, the developer comes into the Building Department 
with a full and detailed Construction Plan and handsthem to a counter 
person. Building reviews the Construction Plan for a) a valuation 
(similar to the estimated cost of improvements done by Public works), 
on which the Plan Check Fee and Building Permit Fee are based, and 
b) conformity to the Uniform Building Code, Uniform Plumbing Code, 
National Electric Code and the Uniform Mechanical Code (all embodied 
in Chapter 25. of, the Municipal Code, of) the. City of Foster, City). 

The valuation and plan check can take anywhere from one day to several 
weeks, depending on the size and complexity of the project. After 
Buiiding has finished, it notifies the developer either that the 

plans are okay or that corrections are needed. Once the Building 
Department has received a set of plans that comply with the various 
codes, it sends the plans to the Planning Department, where the plans 
are checked against the conditions and restrictions enumerated in 

the Use Fermit. The Planning Department stamps the plans to indicate 
compliance and sends them back to Building, which, in turn, notifies 
the developer. that the, Construction Plan.has.been okayed. 

At that point, the developer comes into the Building Department; 
pays the Plan Check Fee, the Building Permit Fee, the water and sewer 
connection fee; is issued the Building Permit; and can begin .construc- 
tion of ,the actual oullding.. The developer begins,.construction and 
sends the electrical, plumbing and mechanical subcontractors in for 
the appropriate permits. In a normal residential development the 
Electrical, Plumbing and Mechanical Permits are issed immediately 
upon application and payment of fee. . The construction plan has al- 
ready been okayed, and the permit fees are used to cover the cost of 


the inspection which, confirms that the mechanical, plumbing, and 
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electrical work aid) comply withthe plans and the relevant codex 
From here, the construction of the development is pretty much routine, 
With inspectiom by both buiiding and Public works. 
BH. gdmspections 
Both the Public works Department and the Building Department 
have routine inspection at the construction sites. In each case, 
the permit fee is meant to cover the cost of inspection and assure 
compliance. tach department has a system whereby an inspection card 
is kept On the job: for department. personnel to: record official actor. 
imp, addition, sfecords ares kep. in thesotiice in tilecsthat compar 
permit applications and approved plans. 
The Public Works has approximately nine separate inspections 
which may be enumerated as follow: 
1) Sewer system. 
2) storm drain system. 
3) water systems. 
1) Street work, 
5) Curb, gutter, sidewalks. 
6) Street lighting. 
7) wonuments. 
8) Landscaping Improvements. 
0) Grading 2nd excavation. 
Ao Was nNoteq GCariver, the Consuruction Permit Fee pays tor 
inspections 1 - 3, while the Inspection Fee pays for inspections 
a 
The Building Department has its own separate inspections which 
may be enumerated as follow: 
1) rough plumbing inspection -- occurs when pipes are in the 


ground but before the foundation has been poured. 
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2) Foundation inspection. 

3) wood Floor joist inspection - heating and plumbing ducts 
underneath wood fioor are inspected. 

4) Plumbing top-out inspection - occurs after superstructure 
is up but before walls are in to determine pipe leaks. 

5) Frame inspection - occurs just before interior of walls 
are covered 

6) Lath inspection - electrical inspection of wiring; mechan- 
ical inspection of heat ducts and flue clearances. 

7) Sheet rock inspection - to check nailing of sheet rock 
to be sure it is secured properly. 

8) Gas line inspection - to assure no leakage. 

9) Final inspection - check furnace hookups, furnace room, 
electrical plugs, plumbing fixture trappings, special 
burglary latches, proper grading for runoff. 

V. Summary and Conclusions 

The entire process of obtaining the necessary permits to construct 
the development is fairly straightforward. It involves mainly check- 
ing plans to assure that they conform.to set codes and conditions. 
The required period is not as time consuming as is the policy making 
stage, during which time the project was given planning approval. 

The time needed in the four cities to do the main plan-checking 
process was fairly comparable. ‘The average time seemed to be some- 
where between ten and thirty days (San Mateo, ten - thirty; Daly City, 
seven to thirty-five; Redwood City, seven to twenty-one; Foster City, 
seven - twenty-eight). This time period includes detailed plan 


checks by every major city department, bonding and fee payment. 
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In the final analysis, therefore, it seems as though there is 
much less room for improvement here than that which we observed in 
the planning process. These permit applications seem to flow fair- 
ly automatically through the process. In contrast to the delays 
we observed in much of the plarming process, this process of code 
checking is completed very adequately by all four cities. 

Additionally, two cities have given consideration to consoli- 
Cating tne plan-checking functions of the Firé and Building Depart- 
ments. pome potential for cost-reduction exists here, in that the 
two processes are essentially similar. Therefore,cross-training one 
group of personnel to accomplish both responsibilities would be an 


excellent, first cuép) im furvner expediting tnie process. 
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Chapter 7 - Case Studies in the Four Cities 

we have spent quite a bit of time and space describing the 
planning and permit processes in the four cities. The description 
of the entire process was written on the basis of interviews with 
Planning and Building personnel. It is important that this pro- 
cess be understood by both developers and laymen... In order to see 
exactly how it works, we have constructed theoretical time periods 
for each step in the process. 

Now we will view the entire process through specific develop- 
ment applications. \e spent substantial amounts of time in each 
city working through actual development files to pick out specific 
dates in order to compare actual times with the theoretical times 
which were obtained in our interviews. In each city, we chose, 
with the aid of staff, five to ten projects which were indicative 
of the major kinds of residential development in the particular city. 
From the case files, we constructed "case chronologies” which give 
crucial dates for each file. These are contained in Appendix G (G-1, 
Foster City; G-2, San Mateo; G-3, Daly City; G-4, Redwood City), 

A few explanations are also in order before we begin the analysis. 
First, it is evident from viewing the case chronologies that no dates 
are given for the issuance of permits from the Building Department. 
These are omitted because it appeared from the interviews and from 
our analysis that such permits are issued on a routine basis upon 
compliance with set codes and, as such, flow in a very orderly fashion 
through the rest of the process. That is to say, the permit process 
is less crucial to the developer than is the far-more time-consuming 


planning process. 
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Pecond,, 2t as Gitticult, formtnese chronolopsies to provide a 
valid basis for comparisons between cities because different kinds 
of projects were analyzed in each city, which created too many 
Variables which could’ not be held constant. That as, each city 
has a distinct process which is hard to compare quantitatively with 
the others; however, it is possible to compare thes processes peneral ly, 
which we have done and will continue to do. To attempt to place 
wholly different processes on a time-line-type of basis would be 
extremely difficult. 

Finally, we will be examining the case chronologies in two sep- 
arate stages: 

State i - The period from the time the developer has sub- 
Mivued his application Until whe first oftreral 
decision-making body opens its meetings (BOZA in 
san Mateo and the Planning Commission in the other 
three cities). 

Stage 2 - The period from the time the official body has 
opened hearings until a final decision is reached. 

These two stages are both crucial since the first represents the 
major period for environmental and general-staff work, while the 


second represents the major policy-making period. 
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we spent an entire day going through Foster City's Flanning and 
Public Works files to obtain dates for major checkpoints through 
the process. We chose five particular projects which spanned the 
past two years. The projects are large developments ranging from 
30 townhouses to 206 single-family homes. These were chosen because 


these developments most accurately reflect the common kind of devel- 


opment in Foster City. 
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Two crucial steps in the process are not noted in the chronol- 
ogies: the completion of the Planning Department Staff Report 
and the IDiC meeting. -These dates are not included because they 
are not noted eine tne Foster City Plannine files, The omission is 
not crucial; however, because the dates may be very closely esti- 
mated. Both the IDEC meeting and the Planning Staff Report occur 
after the Use Permit Application has been filed but before Plan- 
ning Commission opens public hearings. It shouid be noted that 
we originally meant to survey more than five cases, but file-dig- 
ging proved far more revealing than we had thought so we deemed 
these five major projects to be sufficient. 
wtage 1 - The Planning Department Staff and IDEC 
Referring back to the description of the processes in the Plan- 

ning Department, it was asserted by Foster City personnel that the 
entire process from submittal of the Use Fermit Application to open- 
ing of the public hearing before the Planning Commission should con- 
sume only 21 days. Remember that the ideal 21 days could be made a 
bit longer by the meeting schedule of the Planning Commission, which 
only meéts in regular session on the first and third Thursdays of 
each month. Thus, sometimes the meeting schedule might make the 
ideal 21-day-turnover more like 28 or 30 days. During those 21 days 
the following activities occur: 

1) IDEC meeting. 

2) Environmental Assessment by Planning Director. 

3) Planning Department Staff Report completed, 

4) Public notification of Planning Commission 

hearing. 


The following chart shows the individual dates for the five cases 
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and how many days actually elapsed from time of Use Permit Appli- 
cation until public hearings were opened. (Note: One month is 


computed as 30 days). 


DATE OF USE PERMIT OPENING OF PC 7 OF 
ERCUaCT APPLICATION HEARING DAS 
Whaler's Cove Dies NSW WESIFAS, Jane 22, LO 7o 22 
Dolphin Bay May 19, 1976 June 17, 1976 28 

Marche: 077. Aor 7, 1977 Fah 
Plum Island Mayet 1976 dune, 1045 1976 28 
Longwater UU Vee soe Aue. 19, i976 42 
Carmel Village II June 1, 1976 June 17, 1976 16 


First off, it should be noted that the Dolphin Bay development 
involved two Use Permits, thus the double entry. This occured be- 
cause the original Use Permit Application envisioned a planned- 
unit development which the Planning Commission and City Attorney 
determined did not fit into the single-family zone under the zon- 
ing ordinance. Thus, a second Use Permit Application was filed 
about nine months after the first for single-family homes. 

A glance at the”Number of Days" column shows that every one 
except Longwater fits the 21 to 28 day schedule. A glance at the 
Longwater file indicates that the project had a particularly diffi- 
cult Environmental Assessment, which consumed close to two weeks, 
Aside from that one anomaly, it appears that the Planning Depart- 
ment does an excellent staff job. It organizes IDEC, completes an 
Environmental Assessment and Staff Report, and notifies the public 
within its target times. 

Stage 2 - Planning Commission Consideration of the Use Permit 

This is the crucial public and policy-making stage, where the 


Planning Commission hears the Staff report, the developer's presen- 
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tation and then hashes out the merits of the application. The 
following chart gives the relevant dates for the opening of public 
hearings, the approval or denial of the Use Permit and the number 


of days elapsed. 


OPENING PUBLIC APPROVAL/DENIAL OR 
PROJSCT HEARING USE PERNT DAYS 
Whaler's Cove Jame 22, 1976 March 16, 1976 56 
Dolphin Bay June 17, 1976 Janye0, 1977 213 
April 7, °1977 May 5, 1977 28 
Plum Island June 10, 1976 Oct. 7; 1976 cA7 
Longwater Aue, 419, 1976 Sept. 10, 1970 27 
Carmel Village June 1, 1976 June 17, 1976 16 


UL 

It is evident that there is great disparity in elapsed time 
for Planning Commission consideration. No reel pattern emerges. 
vinaler's Cove, a 206 single-family-hcome development only took 56 
days to approve, while Dolphin Bay and Plum Island took substan- 
tially longer. It should also be noted that the second Dolphin 
Bay Use Fermit, Longwater and Carmel Village II were all given final 
action 1n a, period of one» month. 

Individual explanations may be given. In the case of Dolphin Bay, 
a very sticky legal problem emerged. Although both the Planning 
Departinent and the Planning Commission were favorable towards the 
project, a planned-unit development, the City Attorney and Planning 
Department Staff finally determined that the property was zoned only 
for single-family homes. To rezone, the City Council would have to 
amend the entire General Plan of the City. Thus, the Planning Com- 
mission finally denied the planned-development Use Permit after over 
seven months of deliberation. In the Dee of Plum Island, the Use 


Permit Application took 117 days because the Planning Commission 
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aenied the Use Permit at their original June 10, meeting. The de- 
veloper fot that denial reversed 39 days ee by the City Gouncil, 
which remanded that the case go to the Planning Commission for de- 
tails. The Planning Commission took an additional 78 days to 
approve the Use Permit. 

This stage seems to be the longest delay in the process and re- 
SUltS Lol Oster .Cl20y. Ss Stance .as a, “totally planned community -. 
The Planning Commission uses its unique position to look at every 
bast detailsor the developer"s. plan, right down to the color each 
house will be painted and the way a given roof will fit visually 
With the rest of the horizon. Of course, the Pilanniine Commission 
may in its discretion view even the most minute detail of a proposal 
UNGes 16s Mandate Tol protec eis nealth, watetywmorals ~scomiort 
and general welfare" of the city in granting Use Permits (Foster 
City Municipal. Code Sectiom 7.726050 ot nus pivenmaiie, zornng orc- 
inance and its very general language -- and such language is common 
to most zoning ordinances -- the decision as to what details should 
be analyzed is a policy-decision to be made by the Flanning Commis- 
SLOn ond, Uiltamarce.ly, by the.Caty Councid «hes Pub ics Wworkes and 
Building Departments generally operate more guickly because they 
are.dealing with very concrete standards for the purpose of making 
a Saie, Sound eeu rucr ute. 

ine delays occur not onty in-the consideration of thestise = Perinit 
Application; buLt.also daver ons~.5ince, the, lise, Permit aseapproved 
with expressed conditions, the developer must continually come back 
to the Planning Commission after issuance of the Use Fermit to show 
that he-has satisiied.various.conditions...He,must satisfy ahi such 
conditions before the building Department may issue the Building 


Permit. The developer may go ahead with grading and public works 


=00- 


improvements, but no actual structure may go up until the developer 
has satisfied the conditions. A quick glance at the cese chronol- 
ogies will show how extensive such satisfaction of conditions may be. 
The Planning Director and Staff vigorously defend such extensive 
regulation by the Planning Commission. This system, they argue, 
assures that no development will impinge upon the rights and privi- 
leges of the other citizens of the city and that Foster City will 
have truly planned and ordered grovith. This assertion, of course, 
raises the age-old dilemma of when regulation for the sake of the 


general welfare becomes too onerous to those being regulated. 


II. San Mateo 

At the outset, it is evident from the case chronologies that the 
kind of development we are analyzing in San Mateo is substantially 
different than the kind we viewed in Foster City. Wnile in Foster 
City we analyzed fairly large projects and planned-developments, in 
San Mateo we are analyzing mostly smaller developments -- such as 
apartment units and condominium conversions (converted from apart- 
ments). The reason for this difference is that San Mateo is almost 
completely developed already; therefore, most of its development 
occurs in the smaller projects rather than in the larger projects 
that dominate most of Foster City's development. Nevertheless, a few 
very large projects are included in our San Mateo case review. 
State 1 -_Environmental Review and staff work 

Referring back to the description of the planning process, it was 
asserted by San Mateo personnel that the time from completion of the 
application until BOZA meets will be a maximum of five weeks (35 days). 
Most projects, of course, will require far less than 35 days. It 
should be noted that the ideal five weeks could become six weeks if 


the deadline for BOZA agenda items passes just before the environ- 
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mental assessment is completed. In any case, the five weeks is 

a maximum because one week may be needed to make the determination 
as to which environmental document is needed; two weeks may be needed 
to prepare the environmental document (assuming it is a negative 
declaration -- less time is needed for a categorical exemption while 
substantially more is needed for full Environmental Impact Report); 
and two weeks may be needed to give proper notice and to allow staff 
work to be done in preparation for the BOZA meeting. Thus, during 
the 35 days, the following tasks are performed: 

1) Determination is made as to which environmental document 
is needed. 

2) Environmental document (usually a negative declaration) 
is prepared. 

3) Departments prepare conditions to be imposed at BOZA 
meeting. 

4) Notice goes out to property owners within 300 feet tell- 
ing them that there is an environmental document on file 
about the proposed project. 

The following chart shows the individual dates for the ten devel- 
opments from the time of complete application to the time of the 


BOUA meeting (Note: one month is computed as 30 days). 


DATE OF BOZA # OF 
PROJECT APPLICATION HEARING es 
1), 602-606.60.2..Uorade  Decwd9,. 1977 Janse, 01578 (ey 
2) 149 wW. Twenty-Fourth Cet. oO, 1077 OGt wats COr7 ie 
3) (OL Paehland Dep wits Oe Pepin ce (19/20) “25 
4) 412 Grand Jemieus Osu 1077 Hebden 1077 2 


Bo) lo ah Ole ele Cami 10 Dec. 1) 1077 Decl 27, to? 14 
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Cont.« 

DATE OF BOZA # OF 
PROJECT APPLICATION HEARING DAYS 
6) 1919 & 2001 Alameda OCE., 2Oye Lor 7, NOV onl, 92977 6 
7) 50-52 Ninth Ave. Jane 7, 1976 dan 515 1975 14 
8) De Anza Hts. Nove 19, 1974 Dec. 10, 1974 Zi 
9) 36 W. Third May 13, 1977 BeDus 1950197 / 120 
10)Laguna Vista June 22, 1976 Aug. 3, 1976 42 


An examination of the "Number of Days" column shows that, of the 
ten projects, nine fall within the five - six week maximum set forth 
by personnel. Only #9 took more time and it took 120 days. #9 
required four months because a full EIR was being drafted and be- 
cause the developer submitted a new design in the middle of the pro- 
cess. At the other end of the specturum, #5 and #6 resulted in a 
BOZA hearing less than two weeks after completion of the application; 
these cases occurred so quickly because they resulted in categorical 
exemptions instead of negative declarations. Thus, with one notable 
exception, the staff assertion that review of the application, sched-- 
uling and notice are all completed in order to allow the BOZA meet- 
ing to occur within six weeks of the time of application seems 


accurate. 


Stage 2 - Official Consideration by BOZA, the Planning Commission 
and the City Council 


This is the crucial policy-making stage where the three planning 
bodies make their decisions about planning approval. The period we 
are talking about runs from the time BOZA opens its hearings until 
final approval is given by BOZA, the Planning Commission or City 
Council -- depending on which one is empowered to do so for the 


particular project. The following chart gives the relevant dates 


{ 
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for opening of the BOZA hearing, final planning decision and the 
number of days required for approval. It should be noted that the 
number of days reflects the waiting period between BOZA, the Planning 


Commission and the City Council. 


PO. OPENING OF BOZA HEARING FINAL DECISION # OF DAYS 
1%) Canekoyalo7 Jane, ale7e 0 
a) Ot. gS. 1977 OCU reo, 21077 0 
3%) Dept sac) LOL? UCU. 257.1900 aye 
Ly) Feb. 14, 1977 Feb. 14, 1977 0 
5) DEC 7 + BOSAL Wee, °27 11977 ) 
6) Now. “iy “L977 Now secon eL ore 27 
7) Jan. 31, A978 deri gags e1 07 G 0 
8) June 24, 1978 Sevtiawl 4.) abo 7S B82 
9) sept. 13, 1977 Deca 105) 17 96 

10) RUE is, oO Dees 204: 076 les 


An examination of the "Number of Days" column seems a bit con- 
fusing at first. Projects 71 through #7 were all decided upon within 
a month, with five of seven being decided at a single BOZA meeting. 
Yet projects #8 through ;;10 all took over 80 days -- up to a max- 
imum of 137 days. ‘The explanation is that Projects #8 through 10 
are the large planned developments similar to Foster City's, while 

Projects #1 through #7 describe a small number of apartment units 
or condominium conversions. The latter were all decided in a single 
BOZA meeting, with the exception of ;3 (which required a BOZA con- 
tinuance for a minor redesign and, thus, took 28 days) and #6 (which 


required Planning Commission approval and, thus, took 27 days). 


aoe 


The reader will note that Projects #1 through #7 are not easily 
compared with Projects #8 through #10; it would be like comparing 
apples and oranges. What should be pointed out; however, is that 
san Mateo has a well-organized hierarchal structure to give plan- 
ning approval to different types of projects. The smaller projects 
(e.g. apartments and condominium conversions) may be decided by 
BOZA alone and, in fact, five of the seven surveyed were all de- 
cided at their first BOZA meeting. These same small projects in 
Foster City, for example, would have to be decided upon by the Plan- 
ning Commission and could have taken substantially longer. No data 
is available for comparison; however, because we focused on the 
Larger iprojectevin Foster City. 

The larger projects in San Mateo (i.e. Projects #8 through #10) 
were very similar to the type we studied in Foster City. As can 
be seen for those three projects, it took 82, 96 and 137 days re- 
spectively from the time BOZA opened its hearing until the time 
City Council finally approved such planned developments. The 103- 
day average for those three projects is slightly higher than is the 
85-day average for the five projects in Foster City (see Foster City 
Case Study Memorandum). Yet, San Mateo's process appears to be not 
only more efficient but also more complete. The reason lies in the 
fact that the toal number of days indicated in the San Mateo figures 
is different from Foster City figures in two important respects: 

1) The San Mateo process included separate reviews by three 
different bodies for these large projects (i.e. BOZA, Plan- 
ning Commission and City Council) while the Foster City 
Process includes review by only one body (i.e. the Plan- 
ning Commission). 


2) The San Mateo totals include necessary waiting periods be- 
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tween the three bodies, while the Foster City totals 

become large by virtue of multiple continuances in the 

Planning Commission. 

As dt a5, 10 Foster City, this svage is the crucial one am can 
Miateo. Although they are difficult to compare San Wateo appears 
to have a more rational and efficient process than that which is to 
be seen in Foster City. As you may recall, Foster City is a “total- 
ly planned community". They do have IDEC, which is identical to 
BOZA in composition and looks at every development application. 
However, IDEC,uniike BOZA,has no formal decision-making authority; 
it only advises the Planning Commission. In other words, every 
application in Foster City -- no matter how small or inconsequential-- 
must go to the Planning Commission. This device gives the Commission 
total planning authority and allows Foster City to exercise very 
strict control over development since planning is completely cen- 
tralized in one official body. Ioreover, by enunciated policy, 
Foster City regulates every last detail of each application, right 
down to the color of each house. As was indicated in the Foster 
City Memorandum, this policy of extensive regulation is vigorously 
defended by the City as a way to protect the rights of every Foster 
City resident and guarantee truly planned and ordered growth. 
san Mateo, on the other hand, decentralizes its decision-making. 

As reviewed earlier, the San Mateo process provides for a hierarchy 
of decentralized decision-making whereby smaller applications for 
more complicated and irregular proposals go to the Planning Commis- 
Sion and the large special and planned developments go all the way 


to the Crty Council. 
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In the case of Daly City, interviews indicated that major de- 
velopment was centered around two specific kinds of projects: 1) 
the infill subdivisions that are generally of limited scope, and 
2) the Planned Development of larger scope. These kinds of de- 
velopments are slightly different from those analyzed in Foster 
City and San Mateo, but there is still a substantial basis for com- 
parison, Also, it should be noted that, of the eight cases inspected, 
only one is a Planned Development. The reason for this difference 
is that very few large Flanned Developments have been erected in 
the past several years. Many more are being proposed presently 
but this one was the only recent Planned Development (in the opinion 
of staff) which accurately represented the process. Of the seven 
infill subdivisions examined, three are a bit larger than normal 
(135, 131 and 123 units, respectively). However, we were assured 
that these still accurately reflect the subdivision process, their 
larger scope notwithstanding. 
stage 1 - Environmental Review and Staff work 

Referring back to the description of the planning process, it 
was asserted by Daly City staff members that this time period would 
vary depending on whether or not a full EIR is to be required. If 
a full EIR is required, the Planning Commission, it was claimed by 
staff, will open public hearings within 11 to 14 weeks (77 to 98 
days) after submittal of the environmental information. On the other 
hand, if no EIR is required (i.e. a Categorical Exemption or a Neg- 
ative Declaration is issued), then the Planning Commission will open 
its hearings within four to seven weeks (28 to 49 days). During 


these time periods, the following tasks are performed: 
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1) Determination as to which environmental document is required. 

2) Negative Declaration or full EIR is prepared. 

S)eit- tuld Bike) requiredseiteisi circulated: to alliafiected 
agencies. 

4) Planning Staff prepares recommendations for the Planning 
Commission. 

5) Item is placed on Planning Commission agenda. 

6) Notice is published at least 10 days prior to the public 
hearings. 

The following chart shows the relevant dates and time periods 

for each of the eight projects surveyed. All but the last are in- 


fill subdivisions and the last is a Planned Development. 


DATE OF PLANNING COMMISSION + OF 
PROJECT APPLICATION HEARING OPENS DAYS _ 
4) Ravilla Court Dries oee May 11, 1976 Lo 
2) 89th & Sullivan Septet 275 L970 Nov. 9, 1976 42 
3) Lakeview Park Octwee, toro Nove 9, 1976 18 
4) Midway Village June 6, 1975 RUSs We TOS 66 
5) Cypress Point Sept. 2, 1977 Nove Oo, 1977 66 
6) Serramonte Unit 721 Feb. 4, 1977 Aor 12, 1977 68 
7) Southgate & Cerro Julyae0. LOv7G pep, 1, 1976 54 
8) Village Serramonte May 16, 1973 June 12, 1973 28 


It should be noted that projects #1 through ‘4 did not require 
full EIRs, while projects #5 through #8 did. Thus, projects #1 
through #4 should show time periods between 28 and 49 days, while 
projects 5 through ;°8 would show time periods between 77 and 98 
daySe 

An examination of the projects which did not require EIRs shows 


that three of the four fit well within the 28 to 49-day theoretical 
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time period outlined above. Project #4 required 66 days -- several 
weeks longer than the theoretical time. An examination of the file 
revealed that this project took an inordinate period of time because 
the Fire Department had serious objections to the developer's orig- 
inal plans. As a result, several weeks were spent by the developer 
in revising the plans to conform with necessary fire provisions. 

Projects #5 through ; 8 did require full EIRs. An examination 
of the "Number of Days" column shows that all four are well under 
the 77 to 98 day theoretical time with figures of 66, 68, 54 and 28 
Gays, respectively. This is explainable through a detailed analysis 
of the Individual Case Chronologies. It immediately becomes appar- 
ent that, with these projects, crucial time was saved by preparing 
the full EIR quickly. The chronologies show that in each case the 
report was completed in two to three weeks instead of in the full 
month that is suggested in the Planning Memorandum. In addition, 
circulation of the £IR to affected city departments for their com- 
ments was also accomplished very efficiently. The Planning Memoran- 
dum related a full month for circulation, followed by a two to five 
week waiting period after the item has been put on the agenda. 
However, it appears from the chronologies that Daly City combines 
those two steps; i.e. the item is placed on the agenda during the 
circulation of the HIR instead of after the circulation has been 
fully executed. Thus, with these two effective methods, Daly City 
cuts its pre-Planning-Commission-processing time by several crucial 
weeks,i.e. the average time for these four projects is 54 days in- 
stead of the 77 to 98 which we hypothesized. 

Strong evidence of good planning and efficient operation is 


reflected by the figure of 28 days in the case of Project 7/10. 


To complete the environmental work and staff recommendation and 
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get the project to the Planning Commission in 28 days is both 
surprising and gratifying. It should be noted; however, that the 
first Planning Commission hearing in such Planned Developments is 
only for the purpose of approving the project "in concept", so 

that much of the work reflected by the higher figures on the 

other projects is completed after the Planning Commission has opened 
hearings in the case of a Planned Development. ven without that 
28-day figure averaged in, the other three projects are well below 
the theoretical 77 to 9&6 day time period. 

It appears that the Case Chronologies solidly support our earlier 
analysis with regard to the stage prior to the Planning Commission. 
Projects that do not require an EIR fall well within the 28 to 49 
day period related earlier. Projects that do require EIRs went 


through well under the 77 to 96 day period set forth in the Planning 


Memorandum, 


Stage 2 - Official Consideration by the Planning Commission and 
the City Council 


This is the crucial policy-making stage, where the Planning Com- 
mission and the City Council make their decisions about planning 
approval. The period of time we are talking about runs from the 
time the Planning Commission opens its hearings until the City 
Council gives final approval to the project. There are two points 
to be noted here: in the case of the infill subdivision we will 
consider only the period involved with the Tentative Subdivision 
Map, Since the Final ap normally goes through routinely following 
approval Of | Tentative Map; and all applications must.co-all the 


Way wo the City Council in Daly City. 
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The following chart gives the relevant dates for opening of 
Planning Commission hearings, final approval by City Council and 
total number of days required: 


PLANNING COMMISSION FINAL CITY COUNCIL 7 OF 


PROJECT Ht ARINGS DECISION DAYS _ 
1)’ Ravilla“Court Aprs 1Mg 32 "1976 May 24, 1976 4 
2) 89th<é"Sullivan Nov. 9, 1976 Nov. 29; 2976 20 
3) Lakeview Park Novi'-97 91976 Dec. 27,2976 48 
4) Widway Village Aues te, £975 Aug. 26, °1975 14 
5) Cypress Point Nove IS Fhto7 7 Derwelecs "1977 34 
6) *Serramonte -Univea2r April WZ} +1977 May 9, 1977 PAE, 
7) Southgate & Cerro Sept. 14, 1976 Dept. 2/7, 1970 13 
8) Village Serramonte June 12, 1973 HUSe e741 Oro a5 


The infill subdivisions are reflected by Projects #1 through #7. 
Referring back to the Planning Memorandum, it was asserted by staff 
that approval by the Planning Commission and City Council should 
take no longer than two to four weeks. An examination of the 
“Number of Days" column shows that four of the seven infill sub- 
divisions fell within those limits, while three exceeded the limits. 
Of the three that required more than 28 days, two involved continu- 
ances by the Planning Commission, while one unexplainably required 
six weeks to get from Planning Commission approval to the City 
Council. Alilcin all; however, the infill subdivisions reflect sup- 
port for the process as outlined before and most of them received 
final action within 28 days of the time the Planning Commission 
opened public hearings. 

In the case of Planned Developments, staff asserted that, from 
the time public hearings have begun until final approval is given, 


should be about nine weeks or 63 days. A glance at Project #8, our 
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one Planned Development, indicates that it took 75 days to reach 
final action. It should be noted that in this case that we con- 
Sidered only the time which passed before the City Council approved 
the project and rezoned the property; i.e. it did not reflect the 
time needed to approve subsequent Tentative Subdivision Map (20 
added days). The reason for this approach is that the developer 
may apply for Planned Development approval and the Tentative hiap at 
the same time. In this case, since he did not, the added time 
needed to approve the Tentative Map was the fault of the developer 
and riot the city. subsequeny checks with ‘Staff indicate that, nor- 
mally, the developer submits an application for Planned Development 
approval and a Tentative Map simultaneously so that they will be 
considered together. 

Comparisons of the previous projects with Foster City and San 
Miateo are difficult. In regard to the smaller infill subdivisions 
comparison is only possible with San lMateo since Foster: City 
included only large, Planned Developments. Daly City is consider- 
ably slower at processing the small infill subdivision than is 
San Mateo. whereas San Mateo's case files show an average of eight 
days 2Oms1imal action. on Similan “projects, Daly City cases’ show an 
average of just over 28 days. whereas five of the seven similar 
projects in San Mateo were decided at a single meeting (i.e. one 
day tore iscial action) ; Daly City required a minimum of two weeks, 
and two projects took over six weeks. 

The difference, of course, is that San Mateo has a hierarchal 
system whereby smaller projects may be decided by the EBoard of Zon- 
ing Adjustment without going to the Planning Commission or City 
Council. Daly City, on the other hand, requires that these appli- 


cations go not only to the Planning Commission but also to the City 
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Council. Thus, each small subdivision will need approval by the 
Planning Commission and will wait a minimum of two weeks for the 
next Council meeting. Any continuance in either body, of course, 
will inflate the decision-making period from the minimum of two 
weeks to as many as seven weeks, at least in the cases we looked 
at. 

Flanned Developments are a different case altogether. The one 
Planned Development that we analyzed in Dalv City took 75 days to 
reach final decision from the time public hearings opened. That 
figure is lower than are the figures in both Foster City and San 
Mateo for similar projects. San Mhateo projects of a similar nature 
required an average of 103 days tc reach final decision, while those 
in Foster City required an average of 85 days. ihile one project 
does not constitute a sample, the 75-day figure is an impressive 
one. In addition, Daly City has an imaginative three-step process 
(which may be consolidated to two at the option of the developer), 
whereby the Planning Commission and City Council first approve the 
development in concept and later approve the specific plans and 
tentative maps. Although different in form, this process is similar 
in substance to the three-step consideration process (KOZA, Planning 
Commission and City Council) used by San liateo. 

To a large extent, the analysis of the case files confirms what 
was described in the earlier memoranda for Daly City. Process 
times for small,infill type projects are longer here than they are 
in other cities because all applications must go to City Council. 
On the other hand, process times for larger, planned developments 


compare very favorably with those of the other cities, and moreover, 


{ 
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the several approval stages required of planned developments by 
the zoning ordinance constitute an imaginative approach to special 


problems. 


IV. Redwood City 


As was done in the other cities, an attempt was made to analyze 
those types of projects which most accurately reflect the major 
development in the city. Redwood City presently holds the posture 
of discouraging residential development. Interviews indicated 
that most residential development was centered around two specific 
kinds of projects: 1) the infill subdivisions that are generally 
of limited scope and 2) the Planned Development of larger scope. 
we examined five infill subdivisions and four planned developments. 

we encountered in Redwood City a unique problem in analysis. 
Most development applications that we examined really involved 
several applications in one. In the case of a planned development, 
the developer must obtain review of the EIR, review of the Planned 
Development Fermit itself and review of the Tentative Subdivision 
Map eventually dividing up ownership of the property. Likewise, 
in the case of an infill subdivision, the developer must obtain 
review of the Negative Declaration or HEIR and also of the Tentative 
Subdivision ivilap. In the other three cities, these"mini-applica- 
tions” were all handled as one large application and were decided 
upon as a package. It turns out that the very same route is open 
to developers in Redwood City but is not normally followed, 

In other words, most developers in Redwood City choose to proceed 
step-by-step. First, they will allow the environmental document 
to be approved by the Planning Commission; only after approval will 
the developer file the subsequent application for a Planned Develop- 


ment Permit or Tentative Tiap. This action means that, in the case 


ore 


of a Flanned Development, the developer might go through three 
separate planning stages before the project is totally approved. 
when asked why a developer would take a route requiring more time, 
staff supplied the answer. All fees in Redwood Ctiy are nonrefund- 
able so that the developer would rather wait to submit each stage 
until the previous stage has been approved. 

This aspect presents a unique problem of analysis. since the 
project may go to the Planning Commission three separate times (each 
time requiring more staff work and waiting period), should We use 
all three pertode te indicate svatt times (Or, in the altermetive, 
is it the developer's choice, in which case we should only consider 
the first time the project went to the Commission? «e have decided 
to count all three times, since this sequence seems to happen reg- 
ularly in Redwood City as opposed to other cities. These separate 


Waiting periods are reflected as part of the process in Redwood City. 


stage 1°= “snvironmental Review and Stari work 
Referring back to the description of the planning process, it 
was asserted by Redwood City staff that this time period will vary 
depending on whether or not a tull #1 2s required. If only a 
Negative Declaration is required, staff related, the Planning Com- 
mission will open hearings two to four weeks following application. 
Tf a full YIR is required; however, it will take 2% to four months 
from time of application until the opening of public hearings. -Dur- 
ing these time periods, the following tasks are performeds 
1) Determination is made as to which environmental document 
is needed. 


snvironmental document is prepared. 


DO 
~~ 


3) Tf @ full BIR Ts needed, it is’ circulated to the affected 


agencies. 


EOS 


4+) Flan ceview Committee meets and Giscusses the project. 

SP otal i Bepoie 1 Drepared showune Gasence of Plo mectine. 

GC) uhOwt Ce gi SG DUDE shedectasleaed Hen days. prior toe puba1¢ 
hearings before the, Planning Commission. 

The following chart shows the relevant dates and time periods 
for each of the projects surveyed. hen processed in separate 
stages, we have included the dates for each stage, with an 
abbreviation to indicate whether that stage involved a Nhepative 


Declaration, #1, Tentative wap or FPlenned Development fermit. 


PA LING COtie ccm Oy pe Ay 
PRO DATS OF APPLICA TINGS Osh RakstehGs DAS 
1) 3120 Goodwin Ave. 
reer tg Inareh 124-4976 Ape) 6. O76 34 
Oe bie dus 24 1576 RUE. Lis 1976 4S 
Tora 79 
oy 1720 Valota hd. 
ae wok rep. 24, 1977 May J», 1977 70 
(oye Thi vec. Meee, 1977 Jans Sng 1976 Zi om 
Potvat 91 
S).sOoris Subdivision 
Be Lis pec. 10, 1976 Jans as, 1977 28 
b. Th BOT Mee igen Sift Mei igo 71/ 28 
Lota. 56 
L407900 Valota oka. Ju Lyte eo 75 AE al geno 7 35 
5) 562 Nalota Kd. 
SieawinL Se Die —505 1976 Oe wate FamueoO 28 
penn Fay 15, 1977 uune Fy L977 Ze 


Tote » 50 
Courtyard Homes 
6)Redwood shores 


ae Line 

b. PDF BU Guo Chem ae mee) es 60 
\VOu Central Aves 

as BIR Oval oon hoo BeCee 7523975 22 

Ben ee Dr EDs els aso 7 harch.7, 1975 36 

Total 56 

8)iiedwood Shores Condos 

te oli 

be FDP rete cea of ia? oak 2 LOG LO 

Cy Tha June La, 1977 uly uo 1977 a5 


Moret 275 
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9)Leahy Terrace 


a. ND Maren 22; 19777 April 199.2977 27 
De OPPs CN ROI ea 9 77 May (34.1977 Te 
Total 41 


It should be noted first that projects #4 and #9 were the only 
ones ‘which* did’ not require full EIRs.° In addition, it should be 
noted that, although projects #6 and #8 did require full EIRs, the 
time required for the #IR review is not inciuded because these pro- 
jects were covered by a master EIR done on the entire Redwood Pen- 
insula area. That IR took approximately 13 months to be com- 
pleted and approved, and we thought that statistic would skew the 
rect. “[hUS, ttawill Nou ybe included. Gor the purposes of «this 
discussion, projects #4, #6, #8 and #9 will be considered not to 
involve full ERs. 

Frankly, we find the data very confusing. Those projects which 
did not involve #2IRs should have reached the Planning Commission 
two to four weeks after application. Yet not one of those did 
reach the Commission within four weeks if considerations are made 
for the "mini applications". Project #/9, when breken down into 
its EIR and Tentative Map components had each part reach the Com- 
mission within four weeks. (27 days and 14 days, respectively.) 
Projects #4 and #8 required 60 to 40 days, respectively, for their 
Planned Development Permits to reach the Commission. Thus, of the 
six separate elements within projects not requiring EIRs that 
should have reached the Planning Commission within 28, only two 
did. 

The data concerning projects which did require full EIRs is even 
more confusing. Of the five projects which did involve EIRs, three 
of them are far under the 75 to 120 days which staff asserted was 


required of such projects. (#3 - 56 days; #5 - 50 days; ;'7 -58 
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save): Moreover, when the Tentative hiap applications are extracted 
from those projects, it becomes evident that all of the projects 
went through the entire 2Ik process to the Planning Commisasion 

in under 28 days, when they should have taken a minimum of 75 

Gayse, Projects 71 {79 days) and’ ;2 (91 days) did fall within the 
Theoretical tame period, but, again, when the Tentative Hap appli- 
cations are extracted, we see that the #1IR was completed in far 
less time than staff asserted. 

we are at somewhat of a loss as to how to analyze all of this 
Maverial, Unlike the other cities, Redwood City’s case files do 
not really jibe with the interviews. A fairly consistent pattern 
emerges, Nowever. Those four projects where an EIR was not involved 
(#4, #6, +8, 79) took an average of about 50 days to reach the Com- 
mission (adding up the combined applications), while those that 
did involve KIRs took about 65 days. The figures make even more 
sense when broken down not by project but by specific type of appli- 
Cations, Ghat is, all of the Ventative Van applications (Projects 41, 
#2, 3, 4, 5, 8 and 9) took between 14 and 45 days and show an aver- 
age of 28 days, the upper limit asserted by staff. The Flanned De- 
velopment Fermit applications (Projects «6, 7, & and 9) took from 
14 to 60 days, for an average of 38 days. Finally, the #1IR appli- 
Cations Kero JeCls 71,247 Jolande 7) took from 22to 70! days, itor 
an average of 36 days. 

Viewed in this light, the figures make much more sense. The pro- 
cess seems very regular when broken down into its component parts, 
but when added together, it becomes very unclear as to how lone any 
Sipe enulre project willie take to reach the Planning Commission, 
This is explained by the fact that Redwood City's process focuses on 


the individual type of application instead of on an entire projec. 
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stage 2 -- Official Consideration by the Planning Commission and 
thesCitvy Counca1. 


This is the crucial policy-making stage where the two planning 
bodies make their decisions. Recall from the Planning Chapter that 
each of the two bodies has different decision-making authority. For 
purposes of this discussion it is important to remember that the 
Planning Commission has final authority to certify the environmental 
document as correct and to approve Tentative Subdivision Maps (unless 
the particular map involves exceptions to the Subdivision Ordinance, 
in which case the City Council decides on the Tentative Wap). In 
turn, the City Council has final authority over Planned Development 
Permits. 

The period we are analyzing here runs from the time the Planning 
Commission opened public hearings until final epproval was given 
to the project. Again, we must face the analytical problem of how 
to evaluate the project when the applications for various parts of 
the project are processed separately. As in Stage 1, we had 
counted the times from opening of hearings to final decision for 
each sub-part, but we had not counted the time between final de- 
CLSLON. On, Oe part until application for the mext, The following 
chart gives the relevant dates for the opening of the Planning Com- 
mission hearings, final planning approval and number of days re- 
quired for approval. Once again, for each project, we have broken 
the total time down by the sub-applications and we have used codes 


to show which application the period refers to: 


atOos 


OPENING OF PLANNING FINAL 7 OF 
EROSECT COMMISSION HEARINGS BEC LON DAYS 
1) 3120 Goodwin Ave. 
a. Bik Apri 6 er O76 June 1, 1976 55 
bes AE AUS. 175 1976 NOV. 220, 1977 95 
ToGgat, 150 
2) 1720 Valota Rd. 
a Me DR May oy O77 kay i777 1977 14 
Deb Jan. 3, 1976 Jans 25% 07 6 20 
Tope. 6 ot 
SN wOws “ood LV bet Or 
re SME: Janie bo ao 7 Feb. be Lor 7 tees 
be i Maye of L977 June GO, 1977 a) 
Total. 48 
i) 4702 Valota: hd. Bue, 19,5 11975 OG. WO mo L7 
5) 2562 Valota kd. 
ae EIR lov. 2, 1976 NOV. Toy 1976 14 
be 2M June 7, 1977 Reser me lon eo, 61 


Owe fal 


6) Redwood Shores Court- 
yard Homes 
ay ae 
De roe OG bor} hay 3, 1976 206 
ee ly sane ty 1976 Sune 12°79 76 iN 
Orta Ol, 


7) VOW Central Ave, 


a, tTR Dec. 7, 19076 Dee, = 7.) 1976 4: 
b. FDP -1 Mee 2; 077 Ulei. 105 1977 68 
CRATOPS eZ Mare ¢) 297° ori , 1976 ce 


Tota Lee 


8) Redwood Shores Condos 


5 ( BiRSY 

ba PDE Mars ty £977 Man 25 lo 77 61 

GEM) JULyero, 1977 July io, 2077 1 
Omen 62 

9) Leahy Terrace 

ae ND Apr ro O77 ee ToT 7 ¢ 

b. PDF & Thi May 3, 1977 June 6, 1977 <7 
Oca 34 


Perore-anealyZine tne cigures, a few explanations are in order. 
Froject #1 includes in the Tentative lap the time necessary to 
consider as well an amendment to the General Flan and exceptions 


to the, Subdivision ‘Ordinance. Project #2 also includes time 
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necessary to process exceptions to the Subdivision Ordinance but 
does not include time to process a Zoning Amendment or the original 
Tentative hap. Project ,/3 does not include the original Tentative 
liap but does include exceptions to the Subdivision Ordinance. Pro- 
ject ,4 includes exceptions to the Subdivision Ordinance. -Froject 
75 does not include time necessary to process a Zoning Amendment. 
Projects ,,6 and #8 do not include some 13 months necessary to pro- 
cess the master HIK*for the Redwood Peninsula area, -Finally, Fro- 
ject #7 shows separate times to process two Planned Development 
Permits, the first of which was denied and the second of which was 
approved. 

Analyzing all of these, figures is: again quite difficult. The 
reason is that each project has a different permutation of sub- 
applicatione. The infill subdivisions “Projgects,,.4 through 75) 
book “an aBverage,or about 7O days for total time’ to teach a. final 
decision. That average would have been reduced substantially were 
he Hou fOr Project wi, witch took 50 cays amd included 2 General 
Flan Amendment. i#ven considering that however, Redwood City 
process adds time by handling the environmental application separ- 
ately from the Tentative hap. Looking at Projects #1 through 75, 
the GBieks took an averace of 24 days to reach final decrsione, while 
the Tentative Naps took an average of 48 days to reach final decisions. 
Bven the 43-day figure for the Tentative Maps alone does not compare 
favorably with the 23-day average we saw in Daly City and an even 
lower figure in San Mateo. A main reason for the longer time re- 
quired in Kedwood City may be the fact that most of the Tentative 
tiaps that we analyzed in xedwood City involved exceptions to the 
subdivision Ordinance, had to be approved by the City Council and 


therefore, required the added time needed to get onto the Council 
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agenda -- normally about three weeks. i:ven though all Tentative 
Paps an Dely City mist also fo vo the City Council, those projects 
Stilirequired Less time than in Reawood City, Thus, the infil 
Subdivisions in Kedwood City required substantially more time 

than, Gude Those an the other ci taed . 

The Planned Developments compared more favorably. Looking at 
the number of days required for Projects #6 through /9 ( and count- 
ing the two Planned Development Permits seperately eee a?) 
shows than an average of about 80 days were reguired to process 
each of those five. That 80-day Tigure is quite misleading since 
ormiy. one. Of the. projects imciuded time required for an 214 (ire- 
ject, #7). Frojects 76 and #6. involvea @ master Hik for the entire 
necwood Peninsula area. This master ulR required 13 months to com- 
plete and have certified as accurate. 

Because of the incomplete nature of this data, wé hesitate to 
make comparisons. We will say thet the 80-day figure compares 
favorably witn the /~/S-day fipure from Daly City, the 103-day ficure 
in San Mateo and the 85-day figure in Foster City. Once again; how- 
ever, we feel thaz with proper times added for 2Z1R certification 
this 80-day figure would become more like 130 or 140 days. We draw 
Such a Conclusive. based ora (ne Tact thal ar average of sbout 25 days 
Welle required Tor Bi Ceruiiication im tne substantially ema liler 
IML Ube Vio hone, “ven doubling tiat fisure to 50 days, would not 
reilecy the. sometines long, pretracted Gerlizication vroceedinegs 
required of some Planned Developments. Thus, the 130 to 140-day 
figure seems conservative. As such the figure does not compare well 


WiUn Goose Of the other Cities, 
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As suggested several times earlier, Redwood City proved very 
difficult to analyze, given the multi-stage approval process which 
seems to reflect normal procedure. However, using what seem to be 
legitimate comparisons, we feel that defensible conclusions may be 
drawn. All in all, we see a somewhat disjointed system, which 
results in substantially longer processing both administratively 


and in terms of decision making. 
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Chapter 8 - Conclusions and Recommendations 


where does this vast amount of data and information leave us? 
As we have expressed throughout the report, valid quantitative 
comparison is almost impossible, given the complexity and dis- 
parity of the four processes. General and qualitative compar- 
isons may be validly offered, however. 

Throughout the entire report we have been attempting to relate 
this huge amount of information in some sort of logical framework. 
The overall model of any development review process creates in- 
evitable conflict between the business/profit role of private de- 
velopers and the regulatory/protective role of the cities in as- 
suring that all development fits<arnto a. general plan for) rational 
growth. The development review process, then, must be seen as a 
compromise exercise that focuses on bringing together the legiti- 
Mabe, thovghsdisparave, «foals ot the privatesand public.sectors, 

seen in this light, the most rational development review system 
is one which makes as its highest priorities mechanisms to assure 
coordination, fairness and awareness of the role of government. 
Thus, it is very important to stress aspects such as how much infor- 
mation a particular system disseminates, how well thought out are 
the processes and what checks are there on staff efficiency. It 


is with these factors inrmind that we analyze the cities. 


Analysis and Recommendations 


Given that each of the cities does a comparable job in process- 
ing applications, the question now comes as to what may be done to 
improve the processes. Some recommendations were given in the body 


Or tne Teporv, but the entire picture should be set forth here. 
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wan lateo 

we were most impressed with the process in San Mateo. It seemed 
as though the planning staff there has really worked hard at find- 
ing ways in which the overall system can be improved to reduce wait- 
ing period for those the process is regulating: the developers. 

Much of the delay in these types of regulatory systems is often 
caused by lack of coordination and communicetion between those doing 
the regulating and those being regulated. Accordingly, those in- 
stances where the waiting periods in the development review process 
are seen to be excessive usuaily result from failure of the staff 
and developers to communicate properly or accurately as to exactly 
what 1s needed from the developer so that the staff can process 

the application efficiently, “in san maveo, a great deal of effort 
is devoted to informing developers and private citizens as to how 
the process works. Informational literature is available at the 
planning counter, master schedules are published to show the developer 
when he or she can expect each stage of the procedure to be com- 
pleted; emphasis 1s "given to qualivy information at the planning 
denartment counter, and productive exchange is encouraged at all 
levels. 

im addition, “the BOZA “concept works very well in San Mateo. Un- 
Like WD2C in Foster City “and tne FRC in néedwood City, BOCA has 
actual decision-making authority over some matters and encourages 
the developer and the public to attend and participate. This 
procedure insures that the developer will be communicating very 
early in tne process with representatives from six city departments. 
such communication is. bound to simplify and tacrilivate, the solutions 


to inevitable problems that will arise with every project application. 
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Foster City's IDEC will not allow the developer to attend its 
meeting, and Redwood City's PRC will allow the developer to attend 
only if he requests to be present or is required by the committee 
to be present. Daly City has no such inter-departmental committee. 

It. seems to us that BOZA has three main advantages over IDEC 
and PRC. First, 1t hae actual déecicion-makine authority. This is 
somewhat of a mixed blessing. On the one hand, it allows BOZA to 
decide on the less-important matters and thereby arguably saves 
some time by getting those decisions made without the delay of re- 
quiring approval by the Planning Commission or City Council. On 
the other hand, BOZA effectively adds 4 layer of official. decision 
making onto the larger projects. That is, those projects must get 
an official approval in a quasi-public hearing that requires notice 
eri an official record, such formal décision-makine authority has 
been criticized by some who feel that BOZA merely adds another layer 
of troublesome policy makers too early in the process. These for- 
Meliuiee 0 NOt CONnSstrain (DNC in Foster (City or PROlin Redwood City 
because those cities do not give their committees official decision- 
making power, nor is the public or developer normally involved. In 
other words, in those cities the evaluation committes are purely 
internal mechanisms which can flow without constraints. Still, we 
feel that san Mateo °s BOZA Saves time in the vast majority of cases 
which do not involve complex policy decisions by the Planning Com- 
mMissiom or Cisy Council. 

second, and more important, is the fact that the developer or an 
agent is normally present at BOZA‘s meeting. To us this is abso- 
DuLely serucial. “At ter ali,etne bOZA meetane (Cor 1D=¢ im Poster City 


and PRC in Redwood City) is the first time that all affected 
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city departments Sit, down to diecuss the provect nals cation 2s 
an Overall city matter. This stage Iatimctrumental because it 

ig here that city Staff from different departments ciscuss and 
decide what may be needed additionally from the developer, what 
problems may result with the development, how the plan could 
better serve thewcity, cuc. “In oener words, the city etrectavely 
begins to structure the project to conform better with adminis- 


trative and policy goals. It is absolutely crucial to see this 


Clty besinninge to mold 


Stace for what Vt really Pere i ole ule 


the developer's plan into the overall seneral plan and srowth 


pattern of the city. 

Viewed in this way, it becomes apparent why we favor BOA over 
IDEC and PRC. s5BOZA includes the developer in the “molding"process. 
This is as it should be. The developer should be present to see 
and hear how Als {plans may contilgecr with city goals. The other 
cities argue that the developer is not included in such meetings 
so that city departments may “communicate frankly and openly". 
Tnis argument is an attractive one and makes quite a bit of common 
sense, but it seems to ignore the reality of the process. 

The development review process is an explicit bargain and com- 
promise relationship between the profit goals of the private sec- 
tOr ang the planning Goals ot tne publve sector, By including the 
developer in BOuA deliberations, San hateo recognizes that the de- 
veloper should be an active participant in the process of develop- 
ing the city rationally. His presence at the meeting gives the 
developer the chance to respond to and solve problems before the 
application is considered by the Planning Commission. whatever 


may be most desirable, the reality is that Planning Commission hear- 


ings anywhere are extremely political because they present that 
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inevitable clash between the goals of the ceveloper and those of 
tne planners, §“AeGuirane Viet cevelouer tor be 2 party to “che come 
promise process at the city department evaluation insures at least 
that both sides are dealing with full information. Thus, we see 
it as crucial to include the developer in such mectings to 1) 
assure maximum communication betweer developer and city, 2) te 
assure Une ceveloper vnav city conecins ere not ciscriminatory or 


2 


CONiLecatory Dut rater Yavilonal planning concerne, 32) 


a. 


to allow 
the process to work as an important informational exchange and 
coNlpromise anstead of merely as a vehicle to polarize the parties 
and sev up a heeted political battle at the Planning Commission ana 
Sity Council level, 4) to insure maximum contact between the develi- 
Oper and the city from the earliesy posseiole point Sn-wnerprecess . 

Thirdly, the BOZA meeting is preferable because, although it is 
NOUta OrmalLepupisc hearing, 16 does allow the public as well as 
the developer to attend. All of those arguments presented above 
would also support this result. The city, in meeting its mandate 
GO: wiles DUbDLIC, Mist constantly allow citizens to give thelr input 
on development applications. This input is the specific reason 
that the Planning Commission and City Council meetings are open to 
the public. The same rationale, it seems to us, applies to those 
Ieetings between city departments. If policy is begun at these 
meetings and the developer is allowed to respond, why not allow 
thee eivazZenehtoospeak, too? This*process, althougn objected to as 
unwieldy by the other cities, seems to work well in San hateo. 

In addition to BOZA, we felt San Mateo had a very effective 
development review system. In dealing with staff, we were always 


impressed by their knowledge of and concern for the process as it 
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affects the actuai development of the city. The staff seemed 
acutely aware of the inherent conflict between the developers 

and the city. They seems to appreciate the need for maximum in- 
formation exchange throughout the entire process, as well as’ the 
need for meaningful compromise. iWhile realizing that develovers 
make their livings putting applications through the development 
review process, they always accentuated the need for solid plan- 
ning through rational government actions and meaningful citizen 
input. with these concerns motivating them, the San Mateo staff 
has done an excellent job of providing informational materials, 
staff assistance, and guidance to make their process as understand- 


able as possibie. 


Daly City 


Given the entire discussion about BOZA, our reaction to Daly 
City’s process is predictable. First; Daly City ‘should create some 
sort of inter-departmental committee. It seems very important to 
us that such a committee be created to assure compleve and timely 
communication between city departments. This is not to suggest 
that we viewed any lack of coordination or inefficiency in Daly City. 
The Director of Community Development seemed to have very good con- 
trol of the process. However, such an inter-departmental committee 
is more efficient than is circulating each development plan around 
to the various departments individually. It also assures that city 
policy is coordinated and directed towards common development goals. 

Secondly, Daly City's process should be amended to decentralize 
some decisions made in the development review process. Certainly 
the City Council need not make all development decisions in the city. 
Such an arrangement effectively negates or nullifies the existence 


of the Planning Commission. Only those applications which involve 


Sas 


Major policy (required) cecis ons should go to the. City Council. 
host of the other decisions should be left to the Planning Conm- 
mission. Finally, if an inter-departmentel committee is created, 
some minor decisions may be delegated to it. 

Mico, Vay Ciny siouldsrropabiy Exercise more, mec aon. control. 
pan Mateo and nmedwood City require architectural review od .al i 
structures except single-family homes end duplexes, while Foster 
City requires architectural review of ali structures. Daly City 
allows substantially more leeway, although the Director of Conm- 
munity Development related that this element is presently in the 
process of being corrected. 

thus, overall, Daly Citys planning process works taucly well 


but could work more efficiently with a tew basic retorns. 


Foster City 

Cur reactions to the Foster City process are somewhat inixed. 
First, IDEC seems to work very well. As an evaluation committee, 
it is supported by staff as a valuable mechanism to bring city de- 
Parimenvs together to communicayve Tully and to coorcinate policy. 
However, "as we sate in “relation to San Matec, we think that it is 
eruciel torvwmt least “the developer to be eble to attend such a 
meeting. Staff explained that the developer is not included be- 


+ 


Cause confidential meetings allowed the department heads to speak 
imankiy and. openly about the project, However, since the developer 
MUS responmeroline quesayLrone ay some point, the eGariver the cevel- 


oper becomes involved in the process, the sooner the problems may 


3 


be» solved and’ a compromise reacned without reaching ea possibly 


ia) 


DLETer, OVEr=politieiged tient’ at the Planning Commission level. 
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second, is the whole question as to the proper role for the 
Planning Commission. In describing the planning process, we 
acieeay Lererredevo foscerm City as a “totally planned com- 
munity", in that 1) it is being developed in large, undeveloped 
chunks of land, neighborhood by neighborhood and 2) in such a 
scenario, the Planning Commission goes into a much more detailed 
scrutiny of each development, analyzing paint colors, roof lines 
and far more aesthetic values than are analyzed by the normal 
planning commission. when staff was asked about the process, 
they reflected the classic double-bind of planned communities. 
On one hand, they defended detailed scrutiny by the Planning 
Commission on the grounds that such scrutiny has produced good 
development and a community environment of high quality. On the 
other hand, they recognized the additional burden placed on the 
developer; 1.e. it becomes substantially harder and takes longer 
for the developer to gain approval from the Planning Commission 
Since he must explicitly deal with aesthetics and other unknown 
values in front of the Commission. 

This conflict is the classic contilicet sof splannedecommunities, 
For the record, we feel obligated to relate the feelings of the 
present Planning, Director of Foster City s who, tincidentally took 
the position after we had interviewed the staff and the previous 
Planning Director (upon which our report is based): 

The report;makes & number of negative comments 
relating to the Planning Commission's input 
into the approval.process, weifeel that these 
comments do not accurately reflect the exist- 
ing situation and should be deleted. The 


Planning Commission's strong input into the 


ele 


CeEVelOmmMeny. process Nas resulted in 4 
high standard of development which has 
enhanced Foster City’s overall environ- 


ment. 


Redwood City 

Our recommendations as to Redwood City's planning process are 
also a bit mixed. First, Redwood City maintains a fairly impres- 
Sive array of general information in regard to their process. The 
literature available at the Planning Department describes both 
generally and specifically how the approval process works. As 
expressed earlier, this is important since only an adequate uner- 
standing of the system will allow the developer to minimize the 
processing time. Second, Redwood City's Plan Review Committee is 
susceptible to the same criticism as Posten City Ss: 1DEC., The de= 
veloper, at least, should be encouraged to attend the Plan Review 
Committee sessions. Attendance should not be dependent upon a 
specific request to attend by the developer. Third; however, is 
a major drawback in the Redwood City process. The main ineffic- 
Lency GCxXists im, that normally the city. precesses) cach partiof 4 
developer's application separately and consecutively instead of 
concurrently. That is, the development applications we examined 
really involved several applications in one. For example; in the 
case of a planned development, the developer must obtain review of 
the #£IR, review of the Planned Development Fermit itself and re- 
view of the Tentative Subdivision Map which eventually divides up 
ownership of the property. Likewise, in the case of an infill 
subdivision, the developer must obtain review of the Negative De- 


claration, or “Ik, and also of the Tentative Subdivision Map. in 
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the other three cities, these "mini-applications" were all 
handled as one iarge application and were redecided upon as 

a package. It turns out that the very same route is open to 
developers in Redwood City, but is not normally followed. In 
other words, instead most developers in Redwood City proceed 
step-by-step. First, they will allow the environmental docu- 
ment to be approved by the Planning Commission; only after 
approval will the developer file the subsequent application for 
a Planned Development Permit or Tentative Map. This, of course, 
means that in the case of a planned development, for example, 
the developer might zo through three separate planning stages 
before the project is totally approved. when asked why a de- 
veloper would take a route requiring more time, staff supplied 
the answer. All fees in Kedwood City are nonrefundable so that 
the developer would rather wait to submit each stage until the 
previous stage has been approved. 

This part of the Redwood City process had to be changed. The 
planning approval system was very inefficient because it encour- 
aged or induced the developers to “split up" the development 
application into several sub-parts. The development review con- 
cept demands that any individual city work to make application 
processing less time consuming, not more time consuming. By 
forcing developers to divide the process into several identical 
mini-processes, Redwood City operated very inefficiently. The new 
system, which was implemented December 6, 1978, and which names 
the zoning Administrator to oversee ue Fermits, Architectural 
approval, minor planned developments and lot line adjustments 


promises to be a vast improvement over the Architectural Review 
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Committee and Planning Commission involvement. we found Red- 
wood City's planning files incomplete and not well organized. 
The very essence of adequate planning is a systematic organiza- 
LLONn Of applications and disposityvons thereof. Even this basic 
Organization was lacking in Redwood City. In the final analysis, 
nedwood City's process operates fairly adequately and promises to 
continue to amend itself by introducing such necessary improve- 
ments as the recent time-saving appointment of a Zoning Adminis- 
trator. 
Conclusions 

Hach one of the four systems we viewed made some sense when 
viewed alone. For that reason, we kept emphasizing that each 
process should be analyzed individually for its strengths and its 
weaknesses, The foregoing represented our assessment as to how 
certain strengths from one system could be applied to alleviate 
weaknesses in another system. 

without question, the development review process represents 
one of many areas where government regulates the private sector 
for the benefit of the people. Thus, there is an inherent bal- 
ancing, one that must always be done in a regulatory system, 
between the desirable goals of the private developer and the lersit- 
imace foals Of Povernment’ an providing Tor rational, quality growth. 
yn Gdesling properly with such a delicate ballancine act, it ie in- 
cumbent on those involved with regulating development to be acutely 
aware of ways to make the process work better. 

First, more information is needed. A governing body can never 
do too much in the way of making its processes known to both the 


general public and, especially, to those being regulated. All 


zits 


too often, delays and misguided actions result because of lack 
of understanding. To avoid such problems, every city should 
have a source of complete information which tells in straight, 
Simple, common-sense language exactly how the development re- 
view system works. 

Second, more coordination is needed. Government workers must 
be careful not to become too limited in their scope of inquiry 
and understanding. In this age,more than ever before, we need 
sensitive administrators who can make the different parts of the 
Process Tin together ina rational way. To this end, cachucity 
should conduct an ongoing effort to keep the various limbs of the 
development review process in contact with one another to ensure 
coordination. 

And, finally, quality and fairness are needed. The true hall- 
mark of any regulatory system is its ability to produce results 
Ofaquality, results that are farm to cell involved. wth this 
end in mind, each city should closely examine its goals, methods 
and processes to see how it can come closer to achieving these 


ideal results. 


APPENDIA 


AFPSNDIA 


APPiNDIX 


APPENDIX 


AFPZNDIA & 


APPENDIA 


APPLNDIA 


APFENDIX 1} 


APPENDIX 


si GOVERNEEANT CODo 


52 @NVIRONMEMTAL QUALITY ACT 


ZONING ORDINANCES 


PLANNING APPLICATIONS 


PESLITS 


BUILDING P#RMIT APPLICATIONS 


CAS CHRONOLOGI2ZS 


REVWOOD CITY'S AMZNDED PROCESS 
(effective Dec. 6, 19756) 


wus Rin. at Geese: 2 bate 
oa 7 i Rev ety ~ a 4s =. 
ee = ; 7 
i ocet eae 5} or, » eld a 7 ss ww ma ws +) ASTER 
ot  POPTIRRA, HOU ee Se Fart rea 
aa : i a eee ee) : =08) OGG 


Match. 2'm~ = 6 2 de Joh LA 


y Sa we ~~ 0Ge Pe 


DAL AOIELRET Out" E-Bay, we eDEGTA 
>< 5 >» Gute - 


: — 
7 Seecicnay it af$72 2 = 45 & = -=- = = 8 Meira 
Goue ; 


LSPA UG ST Se COG | SSR 6 Ge © oom ~ FRITS 4 
{3 go «and (Gv pa sad ba, 


=, Of i ; - 
, a ele 6 w ad | ~~) ' — 
- a) = 2 ee @ 8 6 2 ae 7 : a) 
SB saps VU Sh ORR & at 
: ; 


n 7 


a 

ade ye ~~ oe (ae 

a a ae _ 
7 es - 


_ 
; > 
- 


_ 


APPENDIX C 


Review of the zoning ordinances for types of development allowed 


|. Foster City 


Foster City's Zoning Ordinance is contained in Title I7 of the Foster City Municipal 


Code. The ordinance provides for many different types of developments which may be 


summarized as follows (along with appropriate zoning designations and chapter in the 


zoning ordinance): 


|. Residential Development 


a. 
bs 
oe 


di. 


(She 


Single Family Residences (R-I, Ch. 17.12) 

Two Family Residences (R-2, Ch. 17.14) 

Townhouse Residences (R-T, Ch. 17.16) 

Medium density multi-family residences (R-3, Ch. 17.18) 
High density multiple family residences (R-4, Ch. 17.20) 


2. Commercial Development 


a 
By 
ce 


d. 


Offices (C-O7 Ch. 17,22) 

Neighborhood businesses (C-I, Ch. 17.24) 
General business (C-2, Ch. 17.26) 
Commercial mix (C-M, Ch. 17.28) 


3. Industrial Development 


(ofS 


Light Industrial (M-1, Ch. 17.30) 


4, Public Facilities Development (P-F, Ch. 17.32) 


5. Open Space and Conservation (OSC, Ch. 17.34) 


6. Planned Development Combining District (PD, Ch. 17.36) 


7. Future Development (X, Ch. I7.38) 


8. Aquatic Development (W, Ch. I7.40) 


Il. San Mateo 


San Mateo's Zoning Ordinance is contained in Title 27 of the San Mateo Municipal 
Code. The ordinance provides for many different types of developments which may be 
summarized as follows (along with the appropriate zoning designation and chapter in the 
Zoning ordinance): 

|. Residential Development 

a. Single Family Residences (RI, Ch. 27.18) 

b. Two Family Residences (R2, Ch. 27.20) 

c. Multiple Family Residences - Garden Apartments 
(RS; -Che27aze) 

d. Multiple Family Residences - Medium Density 
Apartments (R4, Ch. 27.24) 

e. Multiple Family Residences - High Density 
Apartments (R5, Ch. 27.26) 


2. Commercial Development 
Limited Retail Commercial (CI, Ch. 27.30) 


a. 

b. General Commercial (C2, Ch. 27.32) 

c. Highway and Service Commercial (C3, Ch. 27.34 
d. General Services and Wholesale (C4, Ch. 27.36) 
e. Central Business District (CBD, Ch. 27.38) 


3. Executive Development 
a. Executive Parks (El, Ch. 27.44) 


b. Other Executive Districts (E2-E4, Chs. 27.48, 27.50, 27.52) 


4. Industrial Development 
a. Limited Manufacturing (MI, Ch. 27.56) 


b. General Manufacturing (M2, Ch. 27.58) 


5. Special Developments 
a. Parking District (P, Ch. 27.60) 


b. Argicultural Districts (A, Ch. 27.60) 
c. Open Space Districts (OS, Ch. 27.60) 


d. Senior Citizens Overlay Districts (SC/---, Ch. 27.64) 
**(Final approval expected during summer, 1978) 


6. Planned Developments (Ch. 27.62) 


Il. Daly City 
Daly City's Zoning Ordinance is contained in the Daly City Municipal Code. It 


provides for many different types of development which may be summarized as follows 


(along with the appropriate zoning designation and section in the zoning ordinance): 


|. Residential Development 
Single Family Residences (R-I, Sec. 8) 


a. 
b. Two Family Residences (R-2, Sec. 9) 

c. Multiple-Family Residences (R-3, Sec. 10) 

d. High Density Multiple Family Residences (R-4, Sec. II) 


2. Commercial Development 
a. Office Commercial (C-l0, Sec. IIA) 


b. Light Commercial (C-I, Sec. 12) 
c. Heavy Commercial (C-2, Sec. 13) 


3. Industrial Development 
a. Industrial (M, Sec. 14) 
4. Planned Developments (P-D, Sec. 15) 
5. Design Review Combining District (S-I, Sec. 14A) 
6. Cemetery District (CEM, Sec. 14B) 


IV. Redwood City 
|. Residential Development 
a. Hillside Residences (RH, Art. 4) 
b. Single Family Residerices (R-1, Art. 5) 
c. Two Family Residences (R-2, Art. 6) 
d. Multiple Family Residences ~ Garden Apartments 
(R-6, Art. 7) 
e. Multiple Family Residences - Low Density (R-3, Art. 8) 
f. Multiple Family Residences - Medium Density (R-4, Art. 9) 
g. Multiple Family Residences - High Density (R-5, Art. 10) 


2. Commercial Development 
a. Professional Offices (PO, Art. II) 


b. Central Administrative District (CA, Art. 12) 
c. Neighborhood Commercial (CN, Art. 13) 

d. Central Business District (CB, Art. 14) 

e. General Commercial (CG, Art. 15) 

f. Commercial Park District (CP, Art. 16) 


3. Industrial Development 
a. Restricted District (IR, Art. I7) 


b. Industrial Parks (IP, Art. 18) 
c. General Industrial (GI, Art. 19) 


4, Special Development 
a. Tital Plain District (TP, Art. 20) 


b. Greenhouse District (AG, Art. 21) 
c. Interim Study District (IS, Art. 22) 
d. Public Facilities District (PF, Art. 23) 
e. Combining Districts (Art. 24) 
i. Transient Residential Combining District (e.g. R-2/T, Sec.24.3) 
ii. Office Combining District (e.g. R-4/O, Section 24.4) 
iii. Vehicular Combining District (e.g. CG/V, Section 24.5) 
vi. Water Combining District (e.g. TP/W, Section 24.6) 


APPENDIX D 
CITY OF FOSTER CITY, CALIFORNIA 


APPLICATION FOR APPROVAL OF USE PERMIT 


Submittal requirements for Use Permits are generally outlined on the attached guidelines. Specific requirements are 
found in Title 17 (Zoning) of the Foster City Municipal Code. Any questions should be directed to the Foster City 
Planning Department, telephone 415/349-1200 Ext. 36. 


ee 
— eee 


1. PROPOSED USES(S) 


LOCATION OF PROPERTY 
Subdivision (Lot, Tract, Neighborhood, Unit) 


Assessor's Parcel Number(s) 
Street Address(es) _ 


Current and Proposed Zoning District(s) _ 


PROPERTY OWNERSHIP 
Name, Address, Telephone 


SR 


APPLICANT 


Name (if a business include name of contact person), Address, Telephone 


2. The proposed use(s) will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or improvements in 
said neighborhood for the following reasons: 


Se It is understood that any permit issued pursuant to this application will not grant any right or privilege to use 
any building or land contrary to the provisions of law or of any ordinance of the City of Foster City. All pro- 
visions of law and of ordinance governing the use of the aforesaid building or land will be complied with, whether 
specified or not. 


4. The applicant understands that (s)he, or any interested property owner aggrieved, may appeal the determination of 
the Planning Commission to the City Council of Foster City within fourteen days from the date of such determina- 
tion. No building permit will be issued until after this fourteen-day period. 


‘Se SIGNATURE - I hereby certify under penalty of law that I am authorized to request this action and that the 
information supplied above is true and correct. 
Sianed 

FOR CITY COMPLETION - Date application received iN 


Fee paid ($50) Initials Case Number 
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CITY OF POSTER CITY 
USE PERMIT GUIDELINES 


Specific requirements are found in Title 17 (Zoning) of 
the Foster City Municipal Code 


In Foster City you must obtain a Use Permit before improving your property 

if the Zoning regulations for the District in which your property is located 
state that a Use Permit is required. Check Title 17 (Zoning) of the Munici- 
pal Code, or ask the Planning Department Staff, to find out if you need a 

Use Permit for your proposed improvements. 


Because the kinds of projects which require Use Permits are of such a broad 
range the following list of information to be furnished to the City in support 
of the Use Permit request should be discussed with Staff to determine which 
items are applicable. 


ie 


A one page Application and $50 non-refundable filing fee. Planned Unit 
Developments cost $200, which includes fee for Rezoning. 


Environmental Impact Assessment form. State law requires a short form 
to be filed, for Staff review, to ascertain whether a complete Environmental 
Impact Report will be necessary. 


Drawings. One of the most important functions of the Planning Commission 
is to review and approve the visual appearance of the proposed improvements. 
A separate Design Review Submittal Checklist indicating the kinds of draw- 
ings to be submitted will be given to you and it should be reviewed with 
Staff. 


Note: After the Planning Commission approves the visual appearance of the 
proposal you must obtain a Building Permit from the Building Department. 

As the Building Department reviews the structural capabilities and other 
technical aspects of the proposal, aside from the visual appearance, they 
may require you to submit additional drawings or other supporting informa- 
tion. Check with the Building Department at the outset to ascertain their 
requirements. 


Colors and Materials. A list of colors and materials with product names 
and descriptions is required. Performance specifications and product 
samples may be required. 


Schedule of lot sizes, building sizes and mix, lot coverage and project den- 
sity. 


Amount of parking, area of lands held in common and area of open space. 


ib Traffic studies of circulation, parking and loading. 

8. Economic analyses of project benefits and costs. 

9. Time schedule for starting, completing and filling project. 
107 Scale models of project. 

re Deed Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions (C.C. & R.s). 
12. Title Report. 


13; Homeowner Association documents for Planned Unit Developments, including 
Articles of Incorporation, By-laws, Budget and C.C. & R.s. 


14. Verification that the Architect, Landscape Architect, Engineer and/or 
other principal designers will be retained through construction of the 
project to certify construction as being in compliance with approved 
plans and City specifications. 


15. Soils reports and mapping. 


16. Engineering plans including utilities, grading and specific features such 
as bulkheading and piling. 


The Planning Commission holds a Public Hearing on every requested Use Permit, as 

is required by law. Also required is the official notification of neighboring 
property owners and the public at large. The Use Permit application form, fil- 
ing fee and supporting plans and information must be submitted a minimum of 3 weeks 
before the Public Hearing to allow time for notifications and Staff review of the 
proposal. A schedule of Planning Commission meeting dates and submittal dead- 
lines is attached to these Guidelines. 


The Planning Department Staff however may determine that the submittal information 
is ndt complete or that informal discussion with the Planning Commission is needed 
prior to finalization of plans. If such is the case the Staff may postpone the 
Public Hearing and direct you to submit the additional information or to meet in- 
formally with the Commission. 


Once the Use Permit request is approved or denied by the Commission there is a 

14 day period for written appeal of the Commission action to the City Council. 

If the Commission action is not appealed necessary building permits may then be 
issued. If the Commission action is appealed the City Council will hold another 
Public Hearing on the entire matter and render a final decision. 
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CITY OF FOSTER CITY/ESTERO MUNICIPAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 


GENERAL INFORMATION FORM FOR ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 


(Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. and Title of the 
Foster City Municipal Code) 


The CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) was passed in 1970 by the State 
Legislature for the purpose of protecting the environment. The City of Foster 
City/Estero Municipal Improvement District (EMID) is responsible for insuring 
the implementation of the State EIR Guidelines and the Foster City/EMID Guide- 
lines. This GENERAL INFORMATION FORM is designed to assist the Staff in pre- 
Paring a complete and accurate environmental assessment in a timely manner and 
in conformance with the EIR Guidelines. As the applicant you are requested to 
complete this form and return it to the Planning Department. Please type or 
print legibly in ink. Attach additional sheets if necessary. For additional 
information contact the PLANNING STAFF - 610 FOSTER CITY BOULEVARD, FOSTER CITY, 
CA 94404, 349-1200. 


rw a re a ws we es a ee ee ee we ee es ee ew we we es ee we es we ee we es we 


Date Filed Application No. 


GENERAL INFORMATION 


1. Name and address of developer or project sponsor: 


2. Address of project: 


Assessor's Block and Lot Number: 


3. Name of person to be contacted concerning this project: 


4. Address and telephone number of contact person: 


i 


5, List and describe any other related permits and other public approvals required 
for this project, including those required by city, regional, state and federal 
agencies: 


6. Existing zoning district: 


7. Proposed use of site (Project for which this form is filed): 


—_—_—_ 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


8. 

oe 
10; 
pie 
es 
a3: 
14. 
15. 
16. 


We 


18. 


ie 


20; 


Site size. 


Square footage. 


Number of floors of construction. 


Amount of off-street parking provided. 


Attach plans. 


Proposed scheduling. 


Associated projects. 


Anticipated incremental development. 


If residential, include the number of units, schedule of unit sizes, range 
of sale prices or rents, and type of household size expected. 


If commercial, indicate the type, whether neighborhood, city or regionally 
Oriented, square footage of sales area, and loading facilities. 


If industrial, indicate type, estimated employment per shift, and loading 
facilities. 


If institutional, indicate the major function, estimated employment per 
shift, estimated occupancy, loading facilities, and community benefits to be 
derived from the project. 


If the project involves a variance, conditional use or rezoning application, 
state this and indicate clearly why the application is required. 


Are the following items applicable to the project or its effects? Discuss below 
all items checked Yes (attach additional sheets as necessary). 


YES 


NO_ 


rae 


raya 


Zo. 
24. 
20. 
26. 


Change in existing features of any bays, tidelands, beaches, lakes 
or hills, or substantial alteration of ground contours. 


Change in scenic views or vistas from existing residential areas 
or public lands or roads. 


Change in pattern, scale or character of general area of project. 
Significant amounts of solid waste or litter. 
Change in dust, ash, smoke, fumes or odors in vicinity. 


Change in ocean, bay, lake, stream or ground water quality or 
quantity, or alteration of existing drainage patterns. 


YES NO 


27. Substantial change in existing noise or vibration levels in the 
vicinity. 


28. Site on filled land or on slope of 10 percent or more. 


29. Use of disposal of potentially hazardous materials, such as 
toxic substances, flammables or explosives. 


30. Substantial change in demand for municipal services (police, fire, 
water, sewage, etc.). 


31. Substantially increase fossil fuel consumption (electricity, oil, 
natural gas, etc.). 


Bc. Relationship to a larger project or series of projects. 


ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 


33. Describe the project site as itv exists before the project, including informa- 
tion on topography, soil stability, plants and animals, and any cultural, histori- 
cal or scenic aspects. Describe any existing structures on the site, and the use 
of the structures. Attach photographs of the site. Snapshots or polaroid photos 
will be accepted. 


34. Describe the surrounding properties, including information on plants and ani- 
mals and any cultural, historical or scenic aspects. Indicate the type of land 
use (residential, commercial, etc.), intensity of land use (one-family, apartment 
houses, shops, department stores, etc.), and scale of development (height, front- 
age, set-back, rear yard, etc.). Attach photographs of the vicinity. Snapshots 
or polaroid photos will be accepted. 


CERTIFICATION 


I hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the attached exhibits 
present the data and information required for this initial evaluation to the best 
of my ability, and that the facts, statements, and information presented are true 
and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 


Date 


(Signature) 


For 


— 
° 


PTT UR TET 


ia) 


CY SOE TROSTERSCI TY. 
DESIGN REVIEW SUBMITTAL CHECKLIST 


(Review with Planning Staff to determine 
which items will be submitted) 


Site Plan (or Plans, depending on size and complexity of project) to scale 
showing: 


vicinity map 

north arrow 

graphic scale 

significant dimensions (setbacks, lot lines, etc.) 


property lines of subject and adjacent properties 

easements (public and private) 

utility companies' equipment, with dimensions (PG & E, PT & T, CATV) 
streets, sidewalks, driveways and parking and loading areas (public and 
private) 

lagoon or bay/slough waterlines (MHHW and MLLW) 

building outlines, differentiating stories 

fences, walls and windbreaks, indicating heights 

decks, patios, planter boxes, docks, stairs, ramps, pools and tubs and 
equipment enclosures 

recreation areas and equipment 

all other structures exceeding six feet in height (patio covers, carports, 
trellises, arbors, gazebos, storage sheds, cabanas, flagpoles, etc. 

sun and shadow diagrams 

Sight lines to and from development 

pedestrian and vehicular circulation patterns 


Unit Plan(s) at 1/8" or 1/4" scale, including: 


floor plans (existing and proposed) showing door and window openings, room 


designations and dimensions, utility equipment locations and trash enclosures 


elevations, with details of all wall penetrations such as windows, doors, 


vents, etc., exposed equipment such as air conditioners, meters, piping, etc., 


all decorative elements such as trim, equipment screens, moldina- appliques, 
etc., and all appurtenant and accessory structures shown on the site plans 
sections, showing structural system and/or views from adjacent property or 
streets 

roof plan, showing all vents, equipment, skylights, etc. 

strip elevations of Planned Unit Development homes, front and rear 
perspective drawings 


> 


or 


NOTE: 


RMS: at 
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Landscape Plan to scale, showing: 


existing and proposed topography (with grid elevations on lands sloping less 
ae 3% and with one foot contours of mounds and swales and slores more than 
3% 

location of live plants and decorative elements, varying symbols to differenti- 
ate species and size at installation. If a stamp is used to indicate mature 
dimensions of plants such plan will be submitted in addition to plan using 
symbols 

schedule of plants and soil preparation, listing Latin and common name, size 
and amount or density of planting (e.g. cuttings 6" 0. c.) 

automatic irrigation and metering system 

perspective drawings showing intended visual effects of mature landscaping 


Lighting Plan, showing: 


fixture types, locations, lighting coverage 
designs of the fixtures and performance specifications 


Signing Plan, showing: 


sign types and locations (temporary and permanent) 
individual sign designs and specifications 


Submittals are to be furnished in 8 copies on paper no larger than 30 X 42 
inches, using match lines and key diagrams for large projects requiring 
multiple sheets. All paper sheets are to be the same size, with square, 
cut (not ripped) edges. Each drawing must be numbered and dated.  Subse- 
quent revisions must be called out and dated when superseding previously 
submitted drawings and must also be furnished in 8 copies. 


FILING DEADLINE: 


ac00" Per. 


For Use Permits, Rezonings, 
‘seneral Plan Amendments, 
Variances, Subdivision Maps 


and Parcel Maps 


June 16 
June 30 


July 14 


July 28 


August 1] 
August 25 


September 15 
September 29 


October 13 


October 27 


November 10 


November 23 


December 15 


December 29 


e * NOTE: 


ITEMS ARE TAKEN ON A FIRST COME - FIRST SERVED BASIS. 
SUBMITTALS MAY BE SCHEDULED FOR A LATER HEARING DATE 
IF THE PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA HAS BEEN DETERMINED 


TO BE FULL. 


FOSTER CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
CALENDAR - 1977-78 


FILING DEADLINE: 5:00 Pom. 
For Architectural Reviews, 
Sign Reviews, Continued Hear- 
ings and Submittals to Satis- 


fy Conditions 


1977 


June 23 
July 7 


July 21 
August 4 


August 18 


September 1 


September 22 


October 6 


October 20 


November 3 


November 17 

December 1 
1978 

December 22 


January 5 


a7 


* PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETINGSs 733077. i. 
Study: Ist & 3rd Tuesdays 
Regular: Ist & 3rd Thurs- 


days of each month 


July 5 - Study 
July 7 - Regular 
July 19 - Study 
July 21 - Regular 


August 2 - Study 
August 4 - Regular 
August 16 - Study 
August 18 - Regular 


September 1 - Regular 
September 6 - Study 
September 15 - Regular 
September 20 - Study 


October 4 - Study 
October 6 - Regular 
October 18 - Study 
October 20 - Regular 


November 1 - Study 
November 3 - Regular 
November 15 - Study 
November 17 - Regular 


December 1 - Regular 
December 6 - Study 
December 15 - Regular 


January 5 - Regular 
January 17 - Study 
January 19 - Regular 


Foster City Planning Commission 
Calendar for 1977-78 


Page -2- 
FILING DEADLINE: 5:00 P.M. FILING DEADLINE: 5:00 P.M. * PLANNING COMMISSION : 
For Use Permits, Rezonings, For Architectural Reviews, MEETINGS: 12308 PAM 
General Plan Amendments, Sign Reviews, Continued Hear- Study: Ist & 3rd Tuesdays 
Variances, Subdivision Maps ings and Submittals to Satis- Regular: Ist & 3rd Thurs- 
and Parcel Maps fy Conditions days of each monin 
¢ 
1978 
January 12 January 19 February 2 - Regular 
February 7 - Study © 
January 26 February 2 February 16 - Regular 
February 2] - Study 
February 9 February 16 March 2 - Regular 
March 7 - Study ( 
February 23 March 2 March 16 - Regular 
March 21 - Study 
April 4 - Study 
March 16 March 23 April 6 - Regular ( 
April 18 - Study 
March 30 April 6 April 20 - Regular 
May 2 - Study 
April 13 April 20 May 4 - Regular ( 
May 16 - Study 
April 27 May 4 May 18 - Regular 
May 11 May 18 June 1 - Regular 
June 6 - Study ( 
May 25 June 1 June 15 - Regular 
June 20 - Study 
* NOTE: ITEMS ARE TAKEN ON A FIRST COME - FIRST SERVED BASIS. « 


SUBMITTALS MAY BE SCHEDULED FOR A LATER HEARING DATE 
IF THE PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA HAS BEEN DETERMINED 
TO BE FULL. 


APPLICATION FOR PERMIT APPROVAL 
REDWOOD CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 


OFFICE USE ONLY 


C) Architectural Permit Fee__s File No ___ 

() Use Permit : RIC ING. ceseece* | 
[1 Variance | File No, ___} 
[J Planned Development Permit |Date____ Fee ___ File No. _____ 

(1) Subdivision (tentative map) pe oe File No 

[1 Subdivision (final map) Fee File No 

[J Mino; Subdivision: ____ Fee ______—- File No 

[1 Zoning Amendment Fee File No 


(1 Fence Permit Fee File No 


ANT 


APPLICANTS ADORESS 


N F NER (if any | PH 


AGENTS ADDRESS 


PROPERTY ADDRESS 


TEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY <ai-ahs rihanna, | 


ESSOR'S PARCEL NO. ZONE | LAND AREA 


EG ee te ee ge eo 
anne 2 ee a ee] re 


SED USE 


APPLICATION UNDER SECTION | —~—~—«dOF_~=THE =REDWOOD CiTY ZONING ORDINANCE 

— 

rep eee ee oot Te ee ee 
PLEASE SIGN APPLICATION ON NEXT PAGE 


VARIANCE ‘ 


WHAT VAL CIRCUMSTAN: E Al iZe, SHAPE, T APHY, LOCATION, A 


Y SN RANTIN E VARIANCE INSTITUTE A GRANT OF SPECIAL PRIVELEGE WITH RE T TO 


PROPERTIES IN THE SAME NEIGHBORHOOD AND/OR ZONE? « 


ee SS SSS SSS 
ee 


WILL THE GRANYING OF THE VARIANCE BE CONTRARY TO THE INTENT OF THIS ORDINANCE? 


USE PERMIT 


PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 


A A Why the development should be permitted in this location). 


Co ereeeeeeeneeteeeneeneenenenntn eng SES sl SS ssunnstneesmsesennnsneeneeeeeeenere 
1 declare under penalty of perjury thot | om the owner or authorized ogent for this property and that the foregoing statements and answi 


herein and all data ond information, documents and evidence herewith submitted ore to the best of my knowledge and belief true and correct. 
igniture owner or agent. ate 


APPLICATION NOT CONSIDERED TO BE FILED UNTIL DATED AND INITIALED BY THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR. 


MATERIALS WHICH MUST ACCOMPANY APPLICATIONS 


All applications mst be filed at least two weeks prior to the scheduled 
meeting. Planning Commission meetings are the first and third Tuesday 
of each month, and Architectural Committee meetings are every second and 
fourth Tuesday of each month. Make checks payable to the City of Redwood 
City. Fees are not refundable. 


Architectural Permit 


1. Required Drawings: Seven sets of the Plot Plan drawn to scale and 
completely dimensioned. The Plot Plan shall show all of the existing 
and proposed structures, offstreet parking and loading facilities, 
driveways, curb cuts, areas to be landscaped, setbacks, signs, 
lighting, and fencing. Six sets of elevations drawn to scale showing 
all four sides. 


al 


2. One set of colored elevations no larger than 83" X 13", or a colored 
photograph no smaller than 8" X 10". 


3. $25.00 fee unless a permit is required in connection with other 
applications, in which case no fee would be charged. 


4, Six sets of the landscaping plan shall include the size, type, and 
location of plants and the location and type of sprinkler system. 


Use Permit 
1, See required drawings for Architectural Permit. 


2. One 83" X 11" clear transparency (reduced if necessary) of the Plot 
Plan. 


3. Proof of ownership and legal description which may be satisfied by 
a copy of the most recent tax bill, title report, or a deed of trust 
which gives a metes and bounds or a lot, block, and subdivision 
description. 


4, Statement of justification on application form, or by a separate letter. 


5. $50.00 fee. 


Variance 


1. See required drawings for Architectural Permit. 


2. Additional drawings as needed which will explain any special circun- 
stances associated with this property. 


3. One 8" X 11" clear transparency (reduced if necessary) of the Plot 
Plan. 


4. Proof of ownership and legal description which may be satisfied 
by a copy of the most recent tax bill, title report, or a deed 
of trust which gives a metes and bounds or a lot, block, and 
subdivision description. 


5. Statement of justification on application form or by a separate 
letter. 


6. $75.00 fee. 


Planned Development Permit 


1. See required drawings for Architectural Permit. 


2. The development plan shall contain sufficient information to 
establish or identify the proposed uses, exact dimensions, and 
locations to the proposed structures, parking, and loading 
facilities, pedestrian walkways, and existing and proposed streets, 
easements, and. property lines. It shall contain provisions for 
recreation spaces to meet the needs of the anticipated population 
of the area for which the Planned Development Permit is sought. 

The Planning Director may require such other pertinent information 
and drawings as may be necessary to determine that the purposes of 
this ordinance will be secured if the application is approved. 


3. One 83" X 11" clear transparency (reduced if necessary) of the 
Development Plan. 


4, A topographic map shall be prepared showing existing natural 
features of the land including, but not limited to, size and 
species of trees, rocks, and creeks. The plan shall show what 
affect the proposed Development will have on the existing natural 
features. 


5. Proof of ownership and legal description which may be satisfied by 
a copy of the most recent tax bill, title report, or a deed of trust 
which gives a metes and bounds or a lot, block, and subdivision 
description. 


6. Statement of justification as to why the development should be 
permitted in this location, how it is related to other permitted 
uses in the surrounding neighborhood, and how the development 
conforms to the General Plan of the City. 


7. Fee of one hundred dollars ($100.00) plus twenty-five dollars ($25.00) 
per acre or partial acre. 


Tentative Map 


1. Six copies of a Parcel Map or Tentative Map of the area involved, 
prepared by a licensed civil engineer or land surveyor, in accordance 
with the provisons of Section 30.15 and 30.16, Article II and with 
the provisions of Article IV, Redwood City Code. 


2. $25.00 Fee. 


3. Other pertinent data which may be required. 


Final Map 


1. Six copies of the Final Map of the area involved prepared by a 
licensed civil engineer or land surveyor, in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 30, Article III, Redwood City Code. 


2. Fee is $25.00, plus $1.00 per lot shown on the Final Map. 


Zoning Amendment 
1. See required drawings for Architectural Permit (only when applicable). 


2. Statement of justification as to why this proposed change in zoning 
is necessary and if it conforms to the General Plan. 


3. Proof of ownership and legal description which may be satisfied by 
a copy of the most recent tax bill, title report, or a deed of trust 
which gives a metes and bounds or a lot, block, and subdivision 
description. 


4, Fee $100.00, plus $25.00 for each full acre (applicable during March 
and September; fee double if application made in any other month of 
the year). 


Fence Permit 


1. One set of plans showing location of proposed fence, type of fencing 
used, and height of fence. 


2. $5.00 fee. 


Minor Subdivision 


1. Six sets of plans showing the following: 


Lot dimensions 

Existing Structures 

Existing curbs gutter and sidewalks. 
Contour lines at 1 foot intervals 
Soils report 

Title report 

$15.00 fee. 


ENVIRONMENTAL - IMPACT QUESTIONNAIRE 
APPLICATION TO PLANNING COMMISSION 
OF THE CITY OF REDWOOD CITY 
FOR A PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 


APPLICANT: 
Owner Phone 
Address 
Agent of the owner Phone 
Address 

PROPERTY : 


Address of subject property 


Legal description 


Assessor's Parcel No. Size of Parcel 


The purpose of these procedures is to assure compliance by the City of Redwood 
City and all Districts governed by the Redwood City Council with the California 
Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (specifically Section 21151 of the California 
Public Resources Code). 


Before applying for a permit for any project that may have a significant (non- 
trivial) effect on the environment (see list of exceptions), you are requested 
to complete and return the attached form. A draft Environmental Impact Report 
will be prepared by City, and official notification wiil be given for public 
review of the draft. Thereafter, the Environmental Impact Report will be 

acted on by the Planning Commission as being satisfactory, or requiring further 
study and/or substantiation. 


Upon a finding by the Planning Commission that the Environmental Impact Report 
complies with requirements of the Law, your application for permit will be 
received. 


FOR OFFICE USE) ONDYS ice Vn colee ese asiae: Has ee Respectfully submitted, 
Application signed , 
6 sets of plans . Signature 
Legal description ‘ 
Proof of ownership b Date 


Questionnaire satisfactorilycompleted . 
Fee - $100 minimum 


3" X 11" transparencies : 


Date 5 


File No. ° 
Received by : 


Project identification: 


1. GIVE A COMPLETE DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT. 


a. Name of project, locution, and boundaries of the project area 
shown on @ map or plan: 


b. Statement of objectives sought by the proposed project: 


c. General description of the project's physical (technical) and 
socio-economic characteristics: 


Project identification: 


2. GIVE A COMPLETE DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING WITHOUT (BEFORE) 
THE PROJECT. 


a. Terrain features; types, sizes, and locations of trees (shown on 
plan); and other types of ground cover (grasses, plants, and shrubs): 


b. Animal life (land, water, and air), other than pests, frequenting 
or occupying this site: 


ec. Area setting, adjoining land uses, and character of avenues (routes) 
leading into and out of this site: 


Project identification: 


3. GIVE A COMPLETE DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAT., IMPACTS (BOTH BENFFICIAT, 
AND ADVERSE, BOTH SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM) ANTICIPATED FROM THR PROJECT. 


a. Physical changes, alterations to ecological systems, and changes in 
population distribution and concentrations: 


b. Adverse impacts which can be prevented, eliminated, or reduced 
substantially, and by what means this can be accomplished: 


c. Adverse impacts which cannot be prevented, eliminated, or reduced 
substantially by any practical means: 


Project identification: 


h, GIVE A COMPLETE DESCRIPTION OF THE EFFECTS OF THE COMPLETED PROJECT ON 
THE QUALITY OF THE ENVIRONMENT. 


a. Additions to, or lessening of air, water, and/or noise pollution; 


b. Loss or addition of open space and/or other community amenities, as 
compared with the property in its present condition: 


c. Displacement and/or addition of population into the project area, 
or outside the area as a consequence of the proposed project: 


Project identification: 


Se DESCRIBE ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT (OR PHASES OF THE PROPOSED 
PROJECT), THAT MAY HAVE BEEN CONSIDERED OR THAT COULD HAVE BEEN CONSIDERED , 
THAT COULD HAVE LESS ADVERSE IMPACT ON THE ENVIRONMENT THAN WHAT IS 
PRESENTLY PROPOSED. 


: CHY OF SAN MATEO 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 


PLANNING APPLICATION FORM 


NOTE TO APPLICANT: Since this is o comprehensive application form, only those items related to your specific type of application(s) are to be completed. Al! related planning 
actions will be considered at the same hearing. This application must be complete in all details before it will be accepted for Filing. See the reverse side of this farm for instructions 
and additional submittal requirements. Please prin? or type. Attach additional sheets if necessary. 


|, GENERAL DATA REQUIRED 


i tie iia ae 


Street address or location of property Site Area 0 oO 
sq. Fr. acres 


Proposed Use of Property (describe In detall, use separate sheet If necessary) County Parcel Number 


Present Zoning File Number 


Applicant's Signature 


i. TYPE OF APPLICATION 
BX] check TYPE OF APPLICATION(S) FILED AND CIRCLE APPLICABLE FEES 


|_| SPECIAL PERMIT (BOZA) swede || TENTATIVE MAP 
|_| SPECIAL PERMIT (PC) sP ensco 
ee GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT* +24 6$120 
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT wee g 120 


ei SITE DEVELOPMENT (BOZA) 
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT REQUIREMENT |_| SITE DEVELOPMENT (PC) 
An Environmental Assessment Form wos completed: ag Laer a een es 


ia (date) 
Categorical Exemption, Type Section No Fee 


; , Quantity of material to be hauled off-site 
| |Negorive Declaration, {No} 82 y 
JJ eee 2200525 Major vegetation to be removed? Yes 1 No 
| enviconmental impact Repor fem | | 
"Describe and glve justification on separate sheet 
Receipt Number: Receipt Date: TOTAL FEES: 


ill. AUTHORIZATION & CERTIFICATION OF OWNER(S 


Quantity of material to be excovated 
Quantity of material to be Filled 


\/We certify that, |/We as the property owner(s), hereby authorize the filing of this application, !/We understand that, pursuant to the City of Son Mateo Municipal Code, 
conditions of approval are binding upon both the applicant and landowner(s). |/We agree to be bound by those conditions, subject only to the right to object at the hearings 
on soid application, 


NAME (Please print) ADDRESS (with zip code) TELEPHONE SIGNATURE 


IV. REPRESENTATIVE 


V. INSTRUCTIONS TO APPLICANT 


IMPORTANT - An application will be accepted as complete and processed for review ONLY when properly exacuted and accompanied by the documents described below as requirements 
for each type of application. 


SPAR 2, S7Ono LOM Current Title Report 


VARIANCE Six sets of complete plans, drawn to scale and accurately dimensioned including: 


Plot Plan, Building Elevations, Landscaping Plans, and Floor Plans. 


1,2,4,6,10,13 
SPECIAL PERMIT (BOZA) TAC ROR UAL 
Appropriate checklist or data sheets. 


SPECIAL PERMIT (PC) 1,2,3,5, 6, 10,13 


Completed related portions of Planning Application form supplement or Questionnaire. 


PLANNED DEVELOPMENT All except 4 & 7 


One 83" x 11" clear acetate transparency ( for overhead projection) of each plan for 


RECLASSIFICATION VW, 1013 applications not Final with Board of Zoning Adjustments. 


PARCEL MAP leor7ee Opts One 83" x 11" black ond white positive reduction of each plan. 


PRELIMINARY MAP 1,6,7,8,10,13 Eleven prints of proposed map. 


TENTATIVE MAP Tree dato (required of all trees located on site) 


Botanical Nome, Common Name, Diameter, Condition, Reason for removal (if applicable). 


MD nOn7 8, Op 
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 10 & 13 

Stgn Information: dimensions, location, colors, materials, etc. 
EXEMPTIONS/MODIFICATIONS Check with Planning Stoff 

Environmental Document: 
27396;8, 10,13 a, Categorical Exemption - no document required 

b. Negative Declaration (ND) - 12 copies (see below) 
DOO Foro Omens c. Environmental Impact Report (EIR) - 27 copies which must be three-hole punched 
and in report binders. 


SITE DEVELOPMENT (BoZA) 
SITE DEVELOPMENT (PC) 
Names, addresses and signatures of ot least three representatives involved In the design 
of the project from the following professions: Architecture, Landscape Architecture, 
Civil Engineering, ond Landplanning. 
Grading plan showtng exIsting and proposed contours. 
Fee deposit - check or money order mode payable to the City of San Mateo. 
Submission of Plans 


So that plans can be microfilmed and processed on our printer/reader, all plans submitted to the 
Planning Division should not be larger than 30" x 42". Please trim all excess edges. 


It is requested that the following appear on each sheet in the lower right-hand corner: 


The name and address of the project 
The nome of the applicant 
A vacont area 3" x 4" for the use of the Planning Division for officio! stamps and notations. 


REQUIREMENTS OF A NEGA TIVE DECLARATION 


PLANNING APPLICATION SCHEDULE* 


NEGATIVE DECLARATION REQ UIRED. The opplicant shall prepore or have prepared a negative declaration 1, Submittol Deadline - Applications must be submitted complete In 


for any project which could potentially have o significant effect on the environment, but which the CIty 
feels will not have o significant effect on the environment. The negotive declaration should normally not 
exceed one page In length and must include the following Information: 
1, A brief description of the project as proposed, such as the address and type of applicatlon(s), 

A finding that "the project will not have a significant effect on the environme-t", 

A brief statement of environmental concerns and the reasons to support the findings, 

A statement indicating who prepored the negative declaration, 

The applicant's signature ond date of the signing. 
The Negotive Declaration is distributed for public reference and shall be complete and accurate. It must 


contain enough information about the proposed project to allow for review and evaluation without additional 
moterlol, i.e. it must be able to stand on its own without referring to the planning application file. 


For additional Information regarding the processing of o Negotive Declaration, see Son Mateo EIR Guidelines. 


NOTE: An Environmental Assessment Form should be completed for each project. For assistance 
with this form and guidelines to the preparation of on EIR, please contact the Environmental 
Planner ot the DCD/PLANNING number listed below. 


all details and with the payment of fee deposit by no loter than 
5:00 P.M. of any Tuesday to be placed on the following week's 
regular or tentative ogenda. 


Board Review - The Board of Zoning Adjustments (BoZA ) meets ot 
9:00 A.M. every Tuesday In the Public Service Conference Room 
ot City Holl. If completed applications are submitted by the deod- 
line and no ervironmental document is required, such applications 
ore reviewed on the following Tuesday; applications requiring an 
environmental document ore reviewed two weeks after the submittal 
deadline. 


Public Hearing - Public Hearings are held by the Planning Commission 
(PC) on the fourth Monday of every month. Planning applications 
ore scheduled for such hearings only If: a) BoZA has completed Its 
review, b) the Planning Commission agendo hearing item IImlt hos 
not been exceeded, and c) the Item has been properly noticed. 


City Council - Applications may be heard by the Council at thelr 
regular meeting on the first and third Mondays of the month If the 
Planning Commission hos completed its review and the Item hos been 
properly noticed. 


* Check with Planning stoff for holiday schedule. 


Vi. DEPARTMENT PHONE NUMBERS 


Most questions related to the application processing and review should be directed to the Department of Community Development/Planning Division. 


con be addressed directly through the appropriate department at the numbers listed below. 


DCD/PLANNING - 574-6770 
Planning Applications 
Zoning Information 


DCD/BUILDING 
Building Code 
permits, fees, 
plan checking & signs 


PARKS (Landscaping) -574-6740 


Environmental Documents 


- 574-6750 


Vil. FOR STAFF USE ONLY 


Applicotion Received 8 


PUBLIC WORKS 


FIRE(Safety) 


However, specific concerns 


- 574-6790 
(Engineering & Traffic) 
- 574-6905 


POUCE (Security) - 574-6810 


CITY OF SAN MATEO EA No. 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT a 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 


(Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21000 et sec.) 


Based on the project information submitted in Section 1 General Data, the Planning Staff 
will use Section 2 Exemption to determine the specific type of exemption that applies. 


SECTION 2. EXEMPTION - - - to be completed by the PLANNING STAFF 


Name of project or applicant 


A. Ministerial Project (J involving only the use of fixed standards or objective measurements 
without personal judgment. 


B. Categorical Exemption 


[J 1. Existing facility CJ] 11. Accessory structures 
[ 2. Replacement or reconstruction (.]12. Surplus governmental property 
[J 3. New construction of small structure sales 
[) 4. Minor alterations to land [J 13. Acquisition of lands for wild- 
[J 5. Alterations in land use limitation life conservation purposes. 
[1 6. Information Collection ("J 14. Minor additions to schools 
[J 7. Actions by regulatory agencies for 15. Functional equivalent of an EIR 
protection of natural resources. [[] 16. Transfer of ownership of land in 
(J 8. Actions by regulatory agencies for order to create parks. 
protection of the environment [J] 17. Open space contracts or easements. 
CJ 9. Inspection [J 18. Designation of wilderness areas. 
(110. Loans (J 19. Annexations of existing facitities 


and lots for exempt facilities. 
(J 20. Changes in organization of local 
agencies. 


C. Emergency Project L] involving a sudden, unexpected occurrence, with a clear and immi- 
nent danger, demanding action to prevent or mitigate loss of, or damage to, life, health, 


property, or essential public services. 


D. Comments: 


Signature and date: 


ee a a 


Name and Title: 


EA Form 2-77 


CITY OF SAN MATEO 7 EA No. 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 


(Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21000 et sec.) 


soteteeeemmemneeene ee 


Based on the project information submitted in Section 1 General Data, the Planning Staff 
will use Section 3, Initial Study, to determine whether a Negative Declaration or an 
Environmental Impact Report is required. 


SECTION 3. INITIAL STUDY - - - to be completed by the PLANNING STAFF 


Name of Project or Applicant: 


A. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING - Description of project site before the project, including 
information on: topography; soil stability; plants and animals; historical, cultural, and 
scenic aspects; existing structures; and use of structures 


Description of surrounding properties, including information on: plants and animals; 
historical, cultural, and scenic aspects; type and intensity of land use; and scale or 


development. 


ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS - Factual explanations of all answers except "no" are re-. 
quired on attached sheets. 


wo 


1.0 WATER 


Will construction of the project alter the hydro- 

logic bolance? 

Ground Water i Will the project affect the quality or quantity of 

ground woter supp!ies ? 

Depth to Water Toble } Will the rate of woter withdrawal change the depth 
or gradient of the water table? 
Will construction impede the natural droinage pattern 
or couse alteration of stream channel form? 

i Will construction in an orea result in major sediment 
Influx into adjacent water bodies? 


Hydrologic Bolance 


Droinoge ond Channel Form 


Sedimentation 


Flooding Will there be risk of loss of life or property due 
‘© flooding? 


a 
E 


QUAL 


VIOLATION 


MAJOR 


1.7 Woter Quality Does drinking woter supply fail to meet state and 
federal standards? 

Will sewoge be inadequately accommodated and 
treated? 

Will receiving woters foil to mect locol, stote and 
federal standords? 

Will ground water suffer contominotion by surfoze 
seepag2, intrusion of solt or polluted woter from 
odjacent woter bodies or from another conta ninoted 


oquifer? 


2.0 AIR 


Will there be generation ond dispersior of pollutants 
by project related activities or in proximity to the 
project which will exceed state or nctiona air 
quality standards? 

Will structure ond terrain impede prevailire wind 
flow causing channeling along certain corrido-s of 
obstruction of wind movements? 


2.1 Air Pollution 


2.2 Wind Alteration 


3.0 EARTH 

3.1 Slope Stability Are there potential dongers reloted to slope failures? 

3.2 Foundotion Support Will there be risk to life or property '»xccaue of 
excessive deformation of materials? 

3.3 Consolidation Will there be risk to life or property because of 
excessive consolidation of foundstior materials? 

3.4 Subsidence 's there risk of major ground subsidence associated 
with the project? 

3.5 Seismic Activity Is there risk of damage or loss resulting from eorth- 
quoke activity? 

3.6 Liquefaction Will the project couse or be exposed to liquefaction 
of soils in slopes or under foundations? 

3.7 Erodibility Will there be substantial loss of soil due to con- 
struction practices? 

3.8 Permeobility Will the permeobility of soils assoc at 2d with the 
project present adverse conditions ‘elative tc de- 
velopment of wells? 

3.9 Unique Features Will ony unique geolagico! features be dame 3jed 
or destroyed by project activities? 

3.10 Mineral Resources Are there geologic deposits of potential commercial 


value close to the project? 


4.0 PLANTS AND ANIMALS 


4.1 Plant and Animol Species Aro there rore or endangered species present? 

Are there species pre:snt which ore particularly 
susceptible to impact from human activity ? 

Is there vegetation present, the loss of which will 

deny food or hobitot to important wildlife species? 

Are there nuisance species of plant or avimals For 
which conditions wiil he improved by tke project? 

4.2 Vegetotive Community Types jAre there ony unusuo! populations of plants that may 
be of scientific interest? 

Are there vegetative community tynes which are 
particularly susceptible to impact froin human cctivity ? 
Are there major trees or major vegetation that will 

he cdversely affected by the nroject ? 

Aro there vegetative community tyons eresant. the boss 
of which will deny food or habitat to imno-tant wildlife 
species, or too substantial number of different enimals? 
4.3 Diversity 's there substantia! diversity in the natural community 
o3 reflected in the number and type of plant or onimel 
species present or the three-dimensionel arrangement 
of plont species present? 


| 


SL 


— —_ 4 s ax: 


5.0 FACILITIES AND SERVICES 


5.1 Educotional Facilities Will projected enrollments adversely offect the ex- 
isting or proposed facilities in terms of spacing for 

all activities, including classrooms, recreational 
oreos, ond staffing needs? 

Will the project impact the pupil/teocher ratio so 

a8 to impede the learning process? 

Is the school located such that it presents a hardship 
for a portion of the enrollment in terms of travel time, 
distonce, or safety hazards? 


15.2 Commercial Facilities Will there be an inadequate supply of and access to 


commercial facilities for the project? 


5.3 Liquid Woste Disposal | Are provisions for sewoge capacity inadequate for 
the needs of the project without exceeding quality 
standards? 

Will the project be exposed to nuisances and odors 
associated with wastewoter treatment plants? 

\s there inadequate provision for disposal of solid 
wastes generated by the project? 

Is there inadequate quantity or quality of water 
supply to meet the needs of the project? 

Will storm woter drainage be inadequate to prevent 
downstream flooding and to meet Federal State and 
loca! standards? 

Will the project's additional population, facilities, 
or other feotures generote an increase in police service 
or create o police hazord? 

Will the project's additional! populotion, facilities, 
or other features generote an increase in fire services 
or create a fire hozord? 

Will the project have inodequote facilities to meet 
the recreational needs of the residents? 

Will cultural facilities be unavailable to the project 
residents? 


5.4 Solid Woste Disposal 


5.5 Water Supply 


5.6 Storm Water Drainage 


5.7 Police 


5.8 Fire 


5.9 Recreation 


5.10 Culturol Focilities 


6.0 TRANSPORTATION 
6.1 Tronsportotion Facilities 


Are the traffic demands on adjacent roads currently 

ot or above copacity? If not, will the traffic gen- 
erated by the project couse the adjocent roads to 

reach or exceed capacity? 

Are the other transportation facilities which serve the 
project inadequate to accommodate the project's 

travel demonds? 

Will design of the project or conditions in the surround= 
ing oreo increase accidents due to circulation conflicts? 


6.2 Circulation Conflicts 


6.3 Road Sofety ond Design Will project residents ond users be exposed to increased 
accident risks due to roadway ond street design or lock 


of troffic controls? 


7.0 HEALTH 


Will the project be exposed to or generate ony intense 
odors? 

Will the residents and users be exposed to crowding or 
high density in their physical living environment? 

Will the project be exposed to or generate factors that 
may be considered os nuisances? 

Will design ond proposed construction techniques fail 
to meet state and local building codes? 


7.1 Odors 


Crowding and Density 


Nulsonces 


7.4 Structural Sofety 


NOISE 


Will the project be exposed to or generate adverse 
noise levols? 

Will the project bo exposed to vibrations annoying to 
humans? 


Noise Levels 


Vibrations 


9.0 COMMUNITY CHARACTER 
9.1 Community Organization 


9.2 Homogenelty and Diversity 


9.3 Community Stability and 
Physicol Conditions 


10.0 VISUAL QUALITY 


10.1 Views 


10.2 Shodows 


11.0 HISTORIC AND CULTURAL 
RESOURCES 


1.0 Historic and Cultural 
Resources 


11.2 Archaeological Sites 
ond Structures 


12.0 ENERGY 


12.1 Energy Requirements 


12.2 Conservation Measures 


13.0 LAND USE 


13.1 Site Hozards 


13,2 Physical Threat 


13.3 Sonitory Londfill 


13.4 Woterwoys 


13.5 Shoreline 


Will the project disrupt on existing set of 
organizations or groups within the community ? 
Will the project change the character of the 
community in terms of distribution or concentration 
of income, ethnic, housing, or age group? 

Will the project be exposed to or generate an 
oreo of poor stability ond physical conditions? 


Will residents of the surrounding area be adversely 
offected by views of or from the project ? 

Will the project residents be adversely affected by 
views of or from the surrounding area ? 

Will the project be exposed to or generate excessive 
shadows? 


Will the project involve the destruction or alter- 
ation of a historic resource? 

Will the project result in tsolation of a historic 
resource from its surrounding environment? 

Will the project introduce physical, visual, audible 
or atmospheric elements that ore not in chorocter with 
o historic resource or its setting ? 

Will the project involve the destruction or alteration 
of an orchoeological resource? 

Will the project result in isolation of an archocologicol 
resource ? 

Will the project introduce physical, visual, oudible 
or atmospheric elements thot are not in choracter with 
on archeological resource or its setting? 


Are there potential problems with the supply-of 
energy required for the project? 

Will the energy requirements exceed the capacity 
of the service utility company ? 

Will there be a net increase in energy used for the 
project compared to the no project olternative ? 
Doos the project planning and design fail to include 
available energy conservation measures? 


Do conditions of the site, proposed site development, 

or surrounding oreo create potentially hazardous situ- 
ations? 

Will the project or the surrounding area create a feeling 
of Insecurity and physical threat omong the residents 


ond users? 


Will the project be exposed to structural damage, 
nolse, air, or surface and ground water pollution 

or other nuisances associated with o sanitary londfill 7 
Will the project offect on existing waterway through 
filling, dredging, draining, culverting, waste dis- 
chorges, loss of visual quality or other land use 
practices? 

WII! the project affect the shoreline through filling, 
dredging, draining, waste discharges, loss of visual 
quolity or other land use practices? 


7 


OF IMPACT 


* COMPONENT “IMPACTS 


14.0 GENERAL PLAN Is the project inconsistent with the letter or intent 
of ony portion of the General Plan? (see below) 


14.1 Housing and Lond Use Element ..-+2+--s ee eens ) 

14.2 Circulation Element » 11. 0- cee cseecee cece 

14.3 Open Space and Conservation Element ......+-- 

14,4 

14.5 

14.6 Environmental Resources Monagement Element... 

} 14.7 Shoreline Park Specific Plan «+ e++-eeeeee 

14,8 Louriedale Specific Plan -.. ++. 
9 
1 


Parks and Recreation Element ....-.0.-- 
Public Buildings and Facilities Element......... 


14.9 Mariner's Island Specific Plan ....... 
14.10 Downtown Specific Plan - . 


Other Environmental Components: 


C. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 


(1) Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below self- 
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant 
or animal community, reduce the number or restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal 
or eliminate important examples of the major periods 
or California history or prehistory ? 


(2) Does the project have the potential to achieve short- 
term, to the disadvantage of long-term, environmental 
goals? 


(3) Does the project have impacts which are individually 
limited but cumulateively considerable? (A project 
may impact on two or more separate resources where 
the impact on each resource is relatively small, but 
where the effect of the total of those impacts on the 
environment is significant. ) 


(4) Does the project have environmental effects which 
will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 


ae 


D. MITIGATION MEASURES - Discussion of the ways to mitigate the significant effects 
identified, if any: 


a 


€ 
E. DETERMINATION - On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
[11 The City of San Mateo finds that there will not be any significant effect. The par- 
ticular characteristics of this project and the mitigation neasures incorporated into 5 
the design of the project provide the factual basis for the finding. A NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION (S REQUIRED. 
[The City of San Mateo finds that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect 
on the environment. AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT IS REQUIRED** 
€ 
Signature and date: “at = 
Name and title: n 
¢ 
¢ 
a 
¢ 
€ 


**NOTE: Where a project is revised in response to an Initial Study so tha’ potential adverse 
effects are mitigated to a point where no significant environmental effects would occur, a 
revised Initial Study will be prepared and a Negative Declaration will be required i1stead of 
an EIR, . 


-6- EA Form 2-77 © 


WELCOME Ne 


to a meeting of the SAN MATEO BOAKD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENTS (Bo7A) \ 0 SS Se 
Nesom ace) 

ORareo 
Board of Zoning Adjustment Meetings are held every Tuesday at 9:00 A.M. in the Public services: “Irena 
Conference Room rian s a. is a a ns coated ce 


(Special meetings on other dates are occasionally scheduled. Because of some holidays, several 
Tuesday meetings are cancelled during the year. Sce the precise mecting calendar available at the 
Planning Counter., 


The Board of Zoning Adjustments includes staff representatives trom various City Departments involved 
in different aspects of the development process. This Board offers an applicant the opportunity for 

a single, coordinated staff review, rather than the time consuming and often conflicting department- 

by-department approval for a project. 


pe RI TR A Meeting agenda copies are available at Planning Counter CRRA 


TO REVIEW AN ITEM PRIOR TO A MEETING: Agenda copies and complete application files for regular 


hearings are available from one to two weeks in advance at the Department of Community Development 
in City Hall 


Our public libraries also supply advance information; environmental documents (when applicable) 
and agendas are available for your reference at the Main Library downtown, Hillsdale Branch and 
Marina Branch. 


PURPOSF OF THE ROARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT: The Board of Zoning Adjustment is established by the 
City Council and its dutics are outlined in the Zoning Ordinance. Representatives from the Planning, 
Building, Parks and Recreation, Public Works, Police, and Fire sit on the Board because all these 
departments or divisions are involved in different aspects of the development process. The Board 
offers an applicant the Opportunity for a single coordinated staff review, rather than the time 
consuming and potentially conflicting department-by-department approval of a project. 


The Board's main function is to revicow development proposals for technical requirements of City 
Ordinances and policies and to insure that normal conditions of development are complied with. 


NATURE OF THE MEETING: The Board of Zoning Adjustment is not sct up to conduct public hearings in 
the fashion of the Planning Commission or the City Council where public debate is appropriate. 
Rather, the Board conducts meetings which are intended to produce information concerning projects 


and ascertain compliance with codes. 


For projects which generate public interest and citizens appear to make their feelings known, the 
Board will accomodate comments and incorporate them in the record as appropriate primarily to 
furnish such comments as information to the Planning Commission and the City Council 


BOARD RECORD: A summary of the meeting including conditions of approval and pertinent factual data for 
each item acted upon by the Board is Prepared for distribution on Friday following the meeting, Copies 
of the Board Record are available at the Planning Division. 


SEATING CHART For Board of Zoning Adjustments members is shown below: The names shown are those of 


Pere na inost frequently sitting on the Board. Other department renresentatives may also sit on the 
Boar fy, 
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Applicant 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION: More data about community development matters, hearing or study items, 


« 


zoning, or the Citv'’s General Plan is available through phone calls or visits to the 


Planning Division 
330 West Twentieth Avenue 
Ls Pr ar hy Ms Hr a 


APPLICATION TO THE PLANNING AGENCY OF THE CITY OF DALY CITY 


Date Submitted 


TYPE OF ENTITLEMENT FEE 


Use Permit 

Variance sake 

Zone Change Se 50.00 

Parcel] Map 25.00 

Tentative Subdivision 50.00 

Environmental Impact Report HOROO} = 32550053975. 00 
Total Fee 


APPLICANT: Name Telephone 


Address 


If agent, indicate client's name if different from owner 


RECORD OWNER: Name 

Address 

Owner's Authorization of Subject Application 
PROPERTY: Address 


Legal description (lot, block and 
subdivision or attach metes and bounds) 


PURPOSE AND 
DESCRIPTION 
OF PROJECT: 


IF ZONE 
CHANGE: District to District 


VARIANCE: Specify Exceptional Conditions Warranting a Variance from Section 


Ordinance 635 


APPLICATION: |, the undersigned applicant, hereby apply for a 
and an Environmental Impact Report Initial Review, as set forth in above 
information, and further certify that the above information, to the best 


of my knowledge, is true and correct. 


Signature 


Three copies of a site plan, plus one copy of all floor plans, and exterior 
elevations necessary to show clearly the proposed use. All plans shall be 
drawn to scale and shall be at least 8-1/2'' x II" In size. 


IF SUBDIVISION: Submit 30 copies of Tentative Map, plus a subdivision statement per 
Chapter 26-8 of the City Code of Daly City. 


1F ZONE CHANGE: Submit title report. 


nls 


ii. 


EAN) Bat C 


DALY CITY ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW - CEQA 


INITIAL STUDY 


BACKGROUND 


a 


Name of Proponent 


Address and Phone Number of Proponent: 


Date of Checklist Submitted 
Agency Requiring Checklist 


Name of Proposal, if applicable “UU 


ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
(Explanations of all "yes" and "maybe" answers 
on attached sheets.) 


i 


Earth. Will the proposal result in: 


a. Unstable earth conditions or in 
changes in geologic substructures? 


b. Disruptions, displacements, com- 
paction or overcovering of the soil? 


c. Change in topography or ground 
surface relief features? 


ds ‘ine Gestruction, covering or 
modification of any unique geologic 
or physical features? 


e. Any increase in wind or water 
erosion of soils, “either on or off 
the site? 


f. Changes in deposition or erosion 
of beadeh sands, or changes in 
siltation, deposition or erosion 
which may modify tne channel of 

a river or streamnsor the bed) of, 

the ocean’ or any bay, inlet or lake? 


are required 


MAYBE 


a 


G. ‘Exposure iol people mrepraperty to 
geologic hazards such as earthquakes, 
landslides, mudslides, ground failure, 
or similar hazards? 


Air. “Will. the proposal mesuié: in: 


a.  Subdstantiad. air, emisstonscor 
deterioration of ambient air quality? 


b. The creation of objectionable 
odors? 


c. Alteration of air movement, 
moisture or temperature, or any 
change In climave, either locally 
or regionally? 


Water. Will tne proposal result in: 


a. Changes in currents, oni che: course 
Ordirection of vater movements, an 
eitner marine or fresh waters? 


G. Cnanges “in 2oserption raves, 
drainace pattersns -or :theprace 
anc amount of surface water runoff’ 


ec. iterations 


co, the course: or 
Liox of flood 42t. 


ren 


ds. Change in the emount. of surtace 
Water In any wacer cody 


e. Discnarse into surtacematers or 
in any alteration of surface water 
Quality, including’ put not Lined 

Co termperdture, cissolved oxveen or 
CUP cLGa ye 


I... AIveratviloen, of ener aireetion or 
rave ci: £267 of (round waters 


cc, onanre LA-tnhs cuenee tis operround 
waters; G€ltner Cnrocvenrdieoet mdat cians 
or witndravels, om tarousheamcencention 
Of an e@qul. er Cy Cute Ore xeavarionse 


MAYBE 


NO 


h. Substantial reduction: in the 
amount of water otherwise available 
for public water supplies? 


i. Exposure of people or property 
to water related hazards such as 
flooding or tidal waves? 


Plant Life. Will the proposal result 
n: 


a. Change in the diversity of species, 
or number of any species of plants 
(Ancluding trees, shrubs, grass, 

crops, microflora and aquatic plants)? 


b. Reduction of the numbers of any 
unique, rare or endangered species 
of plants? 


c. Introduction of new species of 
plants into an area, or ina barrier 
to the normal replenishment of 
existing species? 


dad. Reduction in acreage of any 
agricultural crop? 


Animal Life. Will the proposal 
réesu ns 


a. Change in the diversity of 
species, or numbers of any species 
of animals (birds, land animals 
including reptiles, fish and 
shellfish, benthic organisms, 
insects or microfauna)? 


b. Reduction of the numbers of any 
unique, rare or endangered species 
of animals? 


ec. Introduction of new species of 
animals into an area, or result in 
a barrier to the migration or 
movement of animals? 


dad. Deterioration to existing fish 
or wildlife habitat? 


MAYBE 


107 


ieee 


Les 


Moin 


Noise. Will the proposal result in: 


a. Increases in existing noise 
levels? 


b. Exposure of people to severe 
noise levels? 


Light and Glare. Will the proposal 
produce new light or glare? 


Iand Use. Will the proposal result in 
a substantial alteration of the 
present or planned land use of an 
area? 


Natural Resources. Will the 


proposal result in: 


a. Increase in the rate of use of 
any natural resources? 


b. Sudstantial depletion of any 
nonrenewable natural resource? 


Risk of Upset. Does the proposal 
involve a risk of an explosion or 
the release of hazardous substances 
(including, but not, Limited to, of], 
pesticides, chemicals or radiation) 
in the event of an accident or 
upset conditions? 


Population. Will the proposal alter 
the location, distripucion, .censicy, 
or growth rate of the human popu- 
lation of an area? 


Housing. Vili the proposal affect 
existing housing, or create a 
demand for additional housing? 


Transportation/Circulation. Will 
the proposal result in; 


a. Generation of substantial addi- 
tional vehicular movement? 


YES: 


MAYBE 


14. 


15. 


De pEllects On existing, parking 
facilities, or demand for new 


parking? 


c. Substantial impact upon existing 


transportation systems? 


d. Alterations to present patterns 
of circulation or movement of 


people and/or goods? 


e. Alterations to waterborne, rail 


or air traffic? 


f. Increase in traffic hazards to 
motor vehicles, bicyclists or 


pedestrians? 


Public Services. Will the proposal 
have an efrect upon, or result in 
a need for new or altered govern- 
mental services in any of the 


following areas: 

a, Pare protection? 
b. Police protection? 
Ce SenOOls? 


an 
faciittvies? 


e. Maintenance of public facili- 


ties, including roads? 


f. Other governmental services? 
Energy. vill the proposal -result.-in- 


a. Use of substantial amounts of 


fuel or enerzy? 


b. Substantial increase in demand 
upon existing sources of energy, 
or require the development of new 


sources of energy? 


Parks or other recreational 


YES 


MA YRE 


Utiesrore se fide Cne. proposal result 
in’ a need Zor new systems. or 
substantial alterations to the 
following utilities: 


a. Power or natural gas? 

b. Communications systems? 
ec. “Water? 

d. Sewer or septic tanks? 

e. sStorm water drainage? 

f. Solid waste and disposal? 


Human Health. Will the proposal 
resuet- in; 


a. Creation of any health hazard or 
potential health hazard (excluding . 
mental health)? 


b. Exposure of people to potential 
health hazards? 


Aesthetics. Will tne proposal result 
in the-opseruction of any scenic 
vista or view open to the public, or 
wWillothe proposal result: 11 the 
creation of an aesthetically 
offensive site open to public view? 


Recreation. Will the proposal result 
dn an impact’ upon the quality o- 
quanticty of-existine recreationas 
Opportunities? 


Archeological/Historical. Will the 
proposal resulc in 2nelcveracion 

Of a significant arcneclogreals or 
RUStGricalettes Structure. OuNeeL 
Or, Some d i nee 


21. Mandatory Findings of Significance. 


iit. 


(a) Does the project have the potential 

to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 

or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate @ plant or 
animal community, reduce the number. or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 


be. Does the project have the poten- 
tial to achieve short-term, to the 
disadvantage of long-term, environ- 
mental goals? (A short-term impact 
on the environment is one which 
occurs in a relatively brief, 
definitive period of time while 
long-term impacts will endure 

well into the future.) 


c. Does the project have impacts 
which are individually limited, 

but cumulatively considerable? 

(A project may impact on two or more 
separate resources where the impact 
on each resource is relatively 
emall, but where the effect of the 
total of those impacts on the 
environment is significant.) 


d. Does the project have environ- 
mental effects which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly 

om indirectly? 


DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 


fang 


DETERMINATION 
(To be completed by the Lead Agency) 


On the basis of this initial evaluation: 


ae 


cu, 


I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant 
effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared. 


I find that although the proposed project could have a 
significant effect on the environment, there will not 
be a significant effect in this case because the 
mitigation measures described on an attached sheet 

have been added to the project. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
WILL BE PREPARED, 


I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect 
on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 


is required. 


(Signature) 


For 


APPENDIX E 


1. San Mateo 


|) Encroachment Permit - Issued by the Public Works Division to assure proper construction 


of connections of existing water, sewer, and storm systems in a public right of way. 


2) Building Permit - Issued by the Building Division to assure that the development 


conforms with structural specifications as set forth in the Uniform Building Code. 


3) Plumbing Permit - Issued by the Building Division to assure that all plumbing work 


conforms with the standards set forth in the Uniform Plumbing Code. 


4) Electrical Permit - Issued by the Building Division to assure that all electrical work 


conforms with the standards set forth in the National Electric Code. 


5) Mechanical Permit - Issued by the Building Division to assure that the heating, 


ventillation and air conditioning systems meet the standards of the Uniform Mechanical Code. 


The permits mentioned are all embodied in the San Mateo Municipal Code and each 
have separate fees. The main application form is the Building Permit form and it contains 


separate sections on it for the Plumbing, Electrical, and Mechanical Permits (#3-5), 


Il. Daly City 
|) Grading Permit - Issued by the Engineering Division to allow the developer to remove 


earth and grade the site. 


2) Street Opening and Sidewalk Permit - Issued by the Engineering Division to allow work 


to be done ina public right of way. 


3) Building Permit - Issued by the Building Division to assure that the development conforms 
to the structural specifications as set forth in the Uniform Building Code (Daly City Code, 
Chapter 8). 


4) Plumbing Permit - Issued by the Building Division to assure that all plumbing conforms 
with the standards set forth in the Uniform Plumbing Code (Daly City Code, Chapter 2I). 


5) Mechanical Permit - Issued by the Building Division to assure that the heating, 
ventillation and air conditioning systems meet the standards set forth in the Uniform 


Mechanical Code (Daly City Code, Chapter I5-A). 


6) Electrical Permit - Issued by the Electrical Division to assure that all electrical 


work conforms with the National Electrical Code (Daly City Code, Chapter 10). 


7) Gas Appliance Permit - Issued by the Building Division to assure that gas appliances 
meet the standards set forth in the Uniform Housing Code (Daly City Code, Chapter I4-A). 


Ill. Redwood City 


|) Architectural Permit - Issued by the Planning Department upon approval by the 


Architectural Committee; certifies that the design is suitable for construction. 


2) Temporary Permit for Work in a Public Right of Way - Issued by the Building Division 
to allow the developer to make necessary connections and perform work on a city throughfare. 
3) Building Permit - Issued by the Building Department to assure conformance with 


structural specifications as set forth in the Uniform Building Code. 


4) Electrical Permit - Issued by the Building Depar tment to assure that the development 


conforms to standards set forth in the National Electric Code. 


5) Plumbing - Mechanical Permit - Issued by the Building Department to assure that all 
plumbing conforms to the standards of the Uniform Plumbing Code and that all heating, 
ventillation and air conditioning systems meet standards as set forth in the Uniform Mechanical 


Code. 


Each permit has a separate application form and a separate fee. 


IV. Foster City 


|) Grading Permit - Issued by the Building Department (although in other jurisdictions this 
permit is sometimes handled by Public Works) to assure proper runoff and drainage plans for 


the development. 


2) Construction Permit - Issued by the Public Works Department to assure proper construction 


of water, sewer and storm systems on private property. 


3) Encroachment Permit - Issued by the Public Works Department to assure proper construction 


of connections to existing water, sewer and storm systems in a public right of way. 


4) Building Permit - Issued by the Building Department to assure ‘that the development 


conforms with the Uniform Building Code. 


5) Plumbing Permit - Issued by the Building Department to assure that the development 


conforms with standards from the Uniform Plumbing Code. 


6) Electrical Permit - Issued by the Building Department to assure that the electrical 


system of the development meets the standards of the National Electric Code. 


7) Mechanical Permit - Issued by the Building Department to assure that the heating, 


ventillation and air conditioning systems meet the standards of the Uniform Mechanical Code. 


The permits mentioned above are ail embodied in the Foster City Municipal Code. There is 
a separate application and a separate fee for each. In addition to these permits, the Building 
Department is charged with enforcing the standards set forth in state laws dealing with facilities 
for the handicapped (special ramps, toilets, etc.) and dealing with energy conservation 


(adequate insullation, etc.). 


BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION 


« 
330 W. 20th Avenue, San Mateo, Ca. 94403 Ph. 574-6750 
Building Division — Department of Community Development 
Applicant to fill ir — Use typewriter or ballpoint pen — Press Firmly 
Addless. =). 22 ee ee | VALUATION Building 
Permit 

pe es a ee ee | * * FEES * * Number & 
= rbd sit 
& | Assessor's Parcel Bidg. Permit} 336-00 Received by Date Date Issued 
od 

Subdivision rf Pl. Check 

on a Chita af) Bint Range— Brief description of project 
_ | Name na ie tS En oVvea eee 
® 
= | Address Ps Heat = Oryet = Oven oe 
(eo) rr : 

City Tel. No. d= = ———— —-—___——Permit_______ 

Name ae | Contant re 
~~ 
2 TT) 
8 Address a | 
E City Tel. No. ——— 
s) 

Lic: State Eee eC iy oe APPROVALS 


D File No. 

WwW Planning Date < 

3 < I NE Mes, ATES eee a 

6 (na Public Wks. Date 

< . 

License 
3 Park Date 
CLASS OF WORK Fire Date 
New | fa | Repair Fix.______Sewer_______W/H 7 
Alteration 3| Addition iN Bldg. Date 
: POO== === 9qg= = 


Sree s 


SPECIAL INFORMATION 


Occupancy sandy 

Dwig units— Total Units= =n 
Fire: Zone ___._ — 2Land:Zone=—= 
Type Const ——Structural Type ae 


Firsts FloOte Alege 


Gar. Area—________Total Area Borne Teac 
Stories___—______Ht. in feet pack e oe 
No, acc. bldgs.__—_Total acc. area 

Bedrooms: Total Prev, 22s 
Baihsseull & Pt eee 
Parking Req'd Provided ee 


PLUMBING 
| 


TOTAL 336-03 


P&R Tax) 250-15 


SMI Tax | 250-10 
Micro-Film| 336-06 


Other 
Sewer Conn Chg. 
2-360-00 


* SEE CITY ORDINANCES FOR 
COMPLETE FEE SCHEDULES 


—VALIDATION— 
When properly validated this is your receipt and permit. 


eM 404 27 3B 


| hereby certify that | have read this 
application and it is correct. | agree to 
comply with all City and State Laws 
regulating building construction includ- 
ing the California State Workmen's Com- 


pensation Laws. « 
Owner 
Builder_____. 
By 2. ee 
« 


This permit becomes null and void if work 
is not commenced within 120 days from 
date of issuance, or if work is suspended 
at any time for more than 120 days or if 
work is done in violation of any City or 
State Laws relating thereto. 


Final Inspection and Occupancy Certificate 
must be approved prior to occupancy. 


APPLICATION FOR PERMIT — SUBCONTRACT 


330 W. 20th Avenue, San Mateo, Ca. 94403 Ph. 574-6750 
Building Division — Department of Community Development 


Applicant to fill in — Use typewriter or ballpoint pen — Press Firmly 


SODUEOCAUQ( == : : be pense ee BIO, Permit NOt a 


Owner or Gonttacto r= = 4a ee ee ee ee ee es Oe ee 2 eee we hee 


Name Address 
Subcontractor SPORE NP RSS Bic oI Oe RE ne Me ey cee Rae 5, Way (RE ee RE en Se 
Name Address State Lic. City Lic. 
ELECTRICAL FEES x MECHANICAL FEES * SIGN PERMIT FEES x 
Qty. | Amt Type Amt. 
Permit ——~ Permit _________ illuminated __ 
Service—_—____ Furnace ——— | Non-llluminated 


Res. Minimum Fee Blower/ Gravity 


Sus) 0 (ee eae 
Outlet —-Y 


Fixtifes =e 


Painted i232) e ee ee ee: ne eee 


Furnace_— 

Floor/ Wall /Suspended_— 
bole —_——_—— 
Fan Unit 
Evaporative Cooler—___ 
Hood—Commercial 


Area per sign—_____ 


Incad. Transformers—_—___. peat 


Fluorescent 
Res. Sq. Footage 


Permit 
Range— 
Oven 


ed 
ye ee Sk ial aie SIGNS 
Dryer—domestic ies 
to 10'H: P2222 MECHANICAL 
Hie a ee ees Sen 


Duct Extension 


PLUMBING FEES x 


over 10 H.P. 
Mtr./Gen. Set eee — 
Transformers tae POV te ee 
_ Rectifier Fixtures ete 
Coin-op: Sewer—---—___ ——_— | hereby certify that | have read this 


_ Festoon Liting 
Sign Circ == 


~ Reinspection Fee_____ 


y 


application and that the above is correct. 


Rainwater Drains__-___ 
Mig hs | agree to comply with all City and State 


Washing Machine_____ 


Dryer Swimming Pool—_.—_________ Laws regulating building construction in- 
Private_ a dil cluding the California State Workmen's 
Dry Cleaner— — Compensation Laws. 
Heat/k Public 
@at/ kw eee ese 
Water tHeate(—2 = 4 eee —- Owner 
Temp. Lites_— 


Gas Piping===. 5.2 Ss Seek COne6 0 = 


Water Piping: 2 == Seas 
Replacement or Repair 
Repair Replacement____ 


TY a re 


he rOrSiat This permit becomes null and void if 


Drainage or Vents— work is not commenced in 60 days from 


= Back flow or breaker deviceg____ date of issuance or if work is suspended 


Non-prescrib. Fee at any time for 120 days or if work is 


performed in violation of any City or 
State Laws relating thereto. 


oe TOTAL 336-03 fe 
PLUMBING Building 


Special Circuits 


TOTAL 336-01 TOTAL By oes Ss ee ee 
i ELEC. THIS PERMIT Date____ as 


—VALIDATION— 
When properly validated this is your receipt and permit. * SEE CITY ORDINANCES 
FOR COMPLETE FEE SCHEDULES 


BD 102-77 3M WHITE—BLDG; CANARY—-TEMP. PINK—APPLICANT: GOLDENROD—AUDIT 


BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENTS 
City of San Mateo, California 
Meeting of April 19, 1977 


ITEM 1 


PA75-17a MAR GARET WOLFE, subdivision, 3335 thru 3385 La Selva | 
(CP40-163-15) 
A. Parcel Map (PAR5-4/77) to subdivide an existing development. 


Project has been granted a Categorical Exemption concerning environmental 


impact. 


Property is 829076 saat, mol, Lots 10, 11, <andsS.E"ly 83¥25)ft- by 208 ft. ptn. 


of Lot 9, Block 3, Los Prados Unit #5. 
APPLICANT & OWNER: Margaret Wolfe, 1228 Cabrillo, Burlingame, 94010. 


REPRESENTATIVE: Cyrus J. McMillan, 1450 Chapin, Burlingame. 


APPLICATION SUMMARY 


This project consists of a Parcel Map splitting the opartment development at La Selva 
and Los Prados into two parcels. This application was previously approved but expired 


before recordation. 


FINDINGS 


The Assistant Planner stated that notification had been received from P.G. & E thata 


five foot easement for a gas main at the front of the property was not indicated on the map. 


The Associate Engineer stated his department's conditions: 
IACTION P.M. - Approved, subject to the following conditions: 


Actual Conp 
nit./Date 


@ CONDITIONS 


(re Modify Existing Street Lights - The applicant shall modify two (2) existing 
street lights to accommodate a high-pressure sodium vapor luminaire. This 
shall include a new head, a #33 pull box at pole base, new wire from pull 


box to head, and any required conduit and wire connections. 


ee Permits, Bonds and Insurance - The applicant shall obtain an encroachment 
permit from the Public Works Department, posting all bonds and insurance 
required prior to the issuance of a building permit. Encroachment permits 
are required prior to any work being done in the City's right of way. 


SIU DEVELOP ND PEbMiCe REVI CHECK@OFE OilcieT 
SDP Oe 


ae re eee ne 


nr a a rr ne ere me er cn a rr in i TN | EN Oe me a en () 


DATI" INIT UL 


ee 


one iy 4 


oo 


1. Conditions ettached to COP by Flenning 


@. Jandscapve piens - to Park 


A. Submitted 
B. Approved 


3. Grading plens (miniren of 2 weeks required for review) 


ee rw rr er 


Ae pub ced 
B. Approved 
C. Cubic yercs of srading 


4, Fees 
A. Heritage tree removel fee 
(based on number of trees 


Bs Plan check fee = major vercetation 
(bused on nunber of acres) 


C. site ANSpcction ae 9sit 
(ossed on number o3' acres) 


D. Grading plan checking fee 
(based on CY of eroding ) 


(Neer ee en 


E. Grading inspection devosit 
(based on CY of eriding 


F. Total. fees and desocits 


5. Performance Fond 


me oes 


A. Grading 


| ee ee 


B 
C. Landscaping 
D 


- Public improvenents 


ee ne es eer 


BE. Total persormsnce bond 


6. Labor & Metexiel (Payrent.) Bond 


re: ea Semmens io meron te eee oramee met rae at Bm Ci en CENT OS 


+ of performance bond 


eo er re ee mr ee 


7. Loandseane hisinterance Lond 


Oe ee en me eee 


(2 cost of Lavéscaping 
18 month duratior: 


ee 


fe ee ee ee ee 


& All Bonds Recetwed 


Ne ee 


9. D/Tere é: Pi Coviigventeron Tisveence ecccived 


oe ae Oe ne me ae ee ee ee en ee ne te ee 


9/4 aan ae 


SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 


NO, 
In accordance with the San Mateo City Site Dote of Issue 
Development Code, Chapter 23.40 S.M.M.C., 
permission is granted to: Commence work by 
/ 
Name Complete work by 
Address FEES 


Park $ Engineering $ 


TOTAL $ 
Phone 


DEPOSITS 
Park $ Engineering $ 


TOTAL $ 


to grade and/or remove mojor vegetation fror private property described below: 


Address or locational description 


in occordance with the following attached approved plans and-specifications and attached special 


conditions 


This epplication hos fulfilled oll requirements of the Site Development and Heritage Tree Regulations 
according to hearings duly held by: Board of Zoning Adjustments » Planning 
Commission , City Council : (Date) 

(Date) (Date) 


Action of was final on and permit may be issued. 
(Date) 


Signature of receiver for permitee Date Planning Division Date 


Parks Department Date Department of Public Viorks Date 


In order to obtain the inspections required by Article 23,40.150 S.M.M.C.,permittee shall notify 
City Engineer and, where applicable, the Superintendent of Parks ot least one (1) full working day 
before the following inspections are to be made: 


A. Initial Inspection Date Inspector 


B. Rough Grading Date Inspector 


ence 


C. Final Inspection Dote Inspector 


Work authorized by this permit has, to the best of my knowledge, been satisfoctorily performed, 


Date City Engineer 


Distribution: Permittee, Planning Division, Parks Department, Department of Public Works 


» CITY OF DALY CITY 


DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
BUILDING REGULATION DIVISION 
SULLIVAN & 90TH STS., DALY CITY, CA. 94015 


PHONE: 992-4500, EXT. 265 WHEN VALIDATED ABOVE, THIS APPLICATION CONSTITUTES A BUILDING PERMIT 


APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT 


3 


ARCHITECT S STATE CITY BUSINESS LICENSE CONTRACTOR S STATE CITY BUSINESS LICENSE 
OR ENGINEER S LICENSE 

LICENSE NUMBERS NUMBERS: 

NAME OF CONSTRUCTION LENDER (IF ANY) ADDRESS Gitys SmANe, ZIP PHONE 


DESCRIPTION OF LOT AND WORK 


% OF LOT BLOG | FRONT REAR LEFT 
OCCU SET 
PIED BACKS 
> P HEIGHT 
REPAIR RAZE MOVE super -| Peo DEPTH EIGH 
SIZE 
BASEMENT GARAGE FIRST SECOND THIRD OTHER TOTAL AREA NO. OF UNITS ] 1 og | TOTAL 
ROOMS 


DESCRIBE WORK 


DEPTH RIGHT NOTES 


FRONT REAR 


USE OF BUILDING 


STORIES 


BEDROOMS 


ACCESSORIES 


| HEREBY ACKNOWLEDGE THAT | HAVE READ THIS APPLICATION & STATE THAT THE ABOVE IS CORRECT AND AGREE TO COMPLY WITH ALL CITY ORDINANCES AND STATE LAWS 

° REGULATING BUILDING CONSTRUCTION. | CERTIFY THAT IN DOING THE WORK AUTHORIZED HEREBY | WILL NOT EMPLOY ANY PERSON IN VIOLATION OF THE LABOR CODE OF 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA RELATING TO WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION INSURANCE. | HEREBY CERTIFY THAT | AM LICENSED UNDER CHAPTER 9 DIVISION 3 OF THE BUSINESS & 
PROFESSIONS CODE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA OR THAT | AM THE OWNER OF THE PROPERTY FOR WHICH THE PERMIT IS BEING SOUGHT 


beeen 4 


FOR USE ONLY BY BUILDING REGULATION DIVISION 


NO OF SETS PLAN CHECK APPLICATION PLAN CHECK APPROVED: BY 


PLANS 

FILED | YES LC] NO 
FIRE ZONE USE ZONE PARKING SPACES VARIANCE DATES, P.C.& C.C 
SPECIAL CONDITIONS 


INSPECTOR DATE APPROVALS COMMENTS PLANNING APPROVAL DATE 
FOUNDATION 
FOOTING STEEL 
WALL STEEL 
WALL SHEATHING 
ROOF SHEATHING 
STRUCTURAL STEEL 
FLUES 
OR DRYWALL 
LATH EXTERIOR 
GAS TEST 
PLUMBING FINAL 
MECHANICAL FINAL 

COMPLETE 


FINAL TOTALPAID $ 


FORM 4540") 2 Miti7i4 3@)s DISTRIBUTION 3 INSPECTOR * FEE OF .00007 OF BUILDING VALUATION, STRONG 
1 ADDRESS FILE 4. FINANCE MOTION INSTRUMENTATION PROGRAM, CHAPTER 1152, 
i Tiare nant 2- APPLICANT STATUTES OF 1971 


| en eerie veh ” Hie bey Fosteyt Aeris Yous 


DATE 


DECLARED VALUATION 


DATE RECEIVED BY DATE NUMBER 


CONST. TYPE OCC. GROUP USE PERMIT DATES. P.C. & C.C 


FIRE APPROVAL DATE 


SANIT. DIST. APPROVAL DATE 


FINAL APPROVAL DATE 


BUILDING 
VALUATION §$ 


PERMITFEE $ 


S.M.I.P. FEE * $ 


ett 


Obiiitauiaierete © 1. ADDRESS FILE 


CITY OF DALY CITY 


SULLIVAN AVE. AND 90TH STREET 


BUILDING INSPECTION DIVISION 


INSTRUCTIONS TO APPLICANT: PLEASE COMPLETE ALL INFORMATION AND SUBMIT WITH PLANS AND 


PHONE 992-4500 
DEPT. OF PUBLIC WORKS 


NOTE: When properly validated this is a receipt for PLAN CHECK 
FEE for the amount shown. 


APPLICATION FOR PLAN CHECK FEE 


PLAN 


CHECK 
APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT. NOTE: THIS IS NOT A BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION. NO. 
BUILDING ADDRESS OWNER 
NAME OF PERSON AND TELEPHONE NO. TELE. NO 
WHO CAN PROVIDE INFORMATION PLANS. : : 
DESCRIPTION OF WORK AND ON/ 
EXACT USE OF STRUCTURE. 
DIVISION USE ONLY 
EXISTING FLOOR AREA LOT BLOCK SUBDIVISION 


NEW FLOOR AREA 


BASEMENT FLOOR AREA 
NO. OF STORIES 


USE ZONE 


FIRE ZONE 


DATE REQUESTED 


VALUATION $ 


DOODOUOUUOU | 


SETS OF PLANS SUBMITTED (Minimum 2) 
PLOT PLAN 

FLOOR PLAN 

FOUNDATION PLAN 

SOIL INVESTIGATION 

CEILING AND ROOF FRAMING 

COMPLETE ARCHITECTURAL AND STRUCTURAL PLANS 
ELECTRICAL, PLUMBING. HEATING PLANS 
SPECIFICATIONS |. SEPARATE 2. IN PLANS 
CALCULATIONS 

SIGNATURE OF ARCHITECT AND ENGINEER 
SIGN AND BILLBOARDS 


INFORMATION 
FURNISHED BY 


TITLE 


COMMENTS: 


PARCEL NO 


ITEMS SENT RETURN 
BUILDING 
SANITATION 


ENGINEER 


STRUCTURAL 


ELECTRICAL 


FIRE 


VALUATION $ 


PERMIT FEE $ 


PLAN CHECK FEE$ 


APPROVED BY 


DATE 


__DISTRIBUTION _ 
ADDRESS FILE 
APPLICANT 
INSPECTOR COPY 
FINANCE DEPT. 


a ELS! ee 


ADDRESS FILE 


CLIN ORADAGYECIAY, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 


BUILDING INSPECTION DIVISION 
PHONE: 992-4500, EXTENSION 265 


’ PLAN CHECK APPROVALS 


JOB NAME PERMIT ISSUE 


JOB ADDRESS PERMIT NUMBER 
APPROVAL DATE PLAN CHECK NUMBER 
LAST REVISION PLAN SE) oF ICED 
REVISION DATE 


BUILDING (Sent _ ELECTRICAL (Sent 


STRUCTURAL (Sent 


FIRE (Sena . WATER (Sent was ) HEALTH (Sent ) 


mere 


) 
» 
L) 
; CITY ENGINEER 
: SANITATION (Sent ) PLANNING (Sent (Sent ) 


ftr/ It 7774 


CITY OF DALY CITY 


SULLIVAN AVE. AND 90th STREET 
PHONE 992-4500 


DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 


BUILDING INSPECTION DIVISION 


BUILDING ADDRESS 


NOTE: When properly validated this form constitutes a plumbing permit to do 
work described herein. 


APPLICATION FOR PLUMBING PERMIT 


JOB OR LOT NO 


SUBDIVISION 


OWNER | 


ADDRESS mln 


f PLUMBING CONTRACTOR © 


FSTATE LICENSE NO. 


WATER CLOSET 
| BATH TUB 
LAVATORY 


PPGinSiGeNse ss 


AGS Ole VA SS KOISS TAetns 


oS eee ae eae ee ES ee 
GENERAL CONTRACTOR 


SHOWER 
KITCHEN SINK 
DISHWASHER 


“LAUNDRY TRAY 

URINAL” 
| CLOTHES WASHER 
FLOOR SINK OR DRAIN 


| SERVICE SINK . 

| DRINKING FOUNTAIN 

| WASTE INTERCEPTOR 

| WATERHEATER 

| GAS SYSTEM 
ADDITIONAL OUTLETS ~ 

| WATER SYSTEM 


ap 


WATER SERVICE SIZE 


COMMENTS _ 


PERMII $ 


ahs ees 
APPROVE 1) 


ADDRESS | 


+ | hereby acknowledge that | have read 


this application and state that the above 
is correct and agree to comply with all 
City ordinances and State laws regulating 
plumbing. | certify that in doing the work 
authorized hereby | will not employ any 
person in violation of the Labor Code of 
the State of California relating to work 


men's compensation insurance. 

| hereby certify that | am licensed under 
Chapter 9, Division 3 of the Business and 
Professions Code of the State of California, 
and that said license is in full force and 


effect, 


| or, that lam the legal owner of the above 


described residential property. 


OW NER 


DISTRIBUTION: 


ADDRESS FILE 


APPLICANT 


INSPECTOR COPY 
FINANCE DEPT. 


UNDER 
GROUND WORK | 
Tt ha == 
| 
(oh 
t T 
WATER PIPING | ° 
| 
fi T 
| 
GAS PIPING | 
| 
+ = 
fiatied i 
zi 4 + : e 
PLUMBING, | @ 
| 
EIXTURES | 
ox + — . 
( ANS If >| 
— —_ ~ 
NAILER OHEATEE | 
e 
= eel z | , 
ee ees ae ee oe 
9 
J 
@ 


ADDRESS FILE 
¢ 


s) 


CITY OF DALY CITY 


DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
BUILDING REGULATION DIVISION 
SULLIVAN & 9OTH STS., DALY CITY, CA. 94015 
PHONE: 992-4500, EXT. 265 


NOTE: When properly validated this form constitutes a mechanical permit to do 


work described herein. 


APPLICATION FOR MECHANICAL PERMIT 


JOB OR LOT NO SUBDIVISION 


BUILDING ADORESS 


ce, 
1) 
m 


we ee oy - : 
MECHANICAL CONTRACTOR CITY ZIP PHONE 
MECHANICAL ENGINEER ADDRESS Ginny. ZIP 


STATE LICENSE NO 


MECHANICAL 
CONTRACTOR 


MECHANICAL FEES 


QTY 


AMOUNT 


OVER 100M BTU 


FURNACE: FLOOR, WALL, SUSPENDED 


BOILER, COMPRESSOR OR 


ABSORPTION UNIT: 


0-3 HP - 100M BTU 


4-15 HP - 500M BTU 


16-30 HP - 1,000M BTU 


EVAPORATIVE COOLER 


EXHAUST HOOD (NON-RES.) 


INTERIOR INCINERATOR | | 
APPLIANCES NOT LISTED z= 


SEPARATE FLUE 


GAS PIPING 


TOTAL 
FEE 


SEE CODE FOR FEE SCHEDULE 


COMMENTS 


CITY LICENSE NO 


| hereby acknowledge that | have read 
this application and state that the above 
is correct and agree to comply with all 
City ordinances and State laws regulating 
this type of work. | certify that in doing 
the work authorized hereby | will not 
employ any person in violation of the 
Labor Code of the State of California 
relating to workmen's compensation 
insurance. 
| hereby certify that | am licensed under 
Chapter 9, Division 3 of the Business and 
Professions Code of the State of Calif. 
ornia, and that said in. full 
force and effect, 
or, that | am the legal owner of the above 


described residential property. 


license 1s 


SIGNATURE OF OWNER 


MECHANICAL STATE LICENSE NO 
ENGINEER 


SIGNATURE OF CONTRACTOR OR AUTHORIZED AGENT 


CITY LICENSE NO 


INSPECTION RECORD 


a) | 
ta NEW! / ADD AlL WORK TO BE INSPECTED AND APPROVED 
, BEFORE CONCEALING INSPECTOR MUST BE 
| GIVEN 24 HOUR NOTICE BEFORE EACH 
FURNACE: BLOWER/GRAV. 100M BTU ALTER REPAIR INSPECTION 
APPROVAL DATE INSPECTOR 


UNDER 
FLOOR WORK 


DUCT WORK 


COMBUSTION 
AIR 


COMPARTMENT 
AREA 


GAS PIPING 


GAS VENT 


GAS TEST 


FIRE 
DAMPERS 


READ CAREFULLY 


THIS APPLICATION IS A MECHANICAL PERMIT WHEN PROPERLY FILLED OUT, SIGNED, AND VALIDATED FOR THE CORRECT PERMIT FEE, IN THE VALIDATION SPACE 


PERMISSION IS THEREFORE GRANTED TO DO SUCH WORK AS INDICATED IN THIS APPLICATION, 


MECHANICAL CODE OF THE CITY OF DALY CITY AND RELATED LAWS 


IN ACCORDANCE WITH, AND SUBJECT TO, ALL OF THE PROVISIONS OF THE 


THIS PERMIT BECOMES NULL AND VOID IF WORK IS NOT COMMENCED WITHIN 60 DAYS FROM THE DATE OF ISSUANCE, OR IF WORK IS SUSPENDED AT ANY TIME DURING 


CONSTRUCTION FOR MORE THAN 
RELATING THERETO. 


ADDRESS FILE 


120 DAYS, OR IF ANY WORK IS DONE ON THE SAID BUILDING OR STRUCTURE IN VIOLATION OF ANY CITY ORDINANCE OR STATE LAW 


CITY OF DALY CITY 


SULLIVAN AVE. & 90th STREET 
Phone 992-4500 
DEPT. OF PUBLIC WORKS 


ELECTRICAL INSPECTION DIVISION 


NOTE WHEN PROPERLY VALIDATED THIS FORM CONSTITUTES AN ELECTRICAL PERMIT 


APPLICATION FOR ELECTRICAL PERMIT 


f WORK LOT 


JOB 


H DATE 


IN 


PHONE 


INSTALLATION BY _— ADDRESS 
PHONE OF NAME OF 
INSTALLER Sas OWNER 
ATE HG NOL = CITY LIC. NO. 
: i 
ISE i RESIDENTIAL L] COMMERCIAL L] NEW 
ERVICE: he | RELOCATED iol ADDITIONAL LJ NEW 
NOUN Sti eee MAIN SWITCH SIZE 


BLDG. PERMIT NO 


J EXISTING 


[]  existiING 


AMP WIRE SIZE 


MOTORS 


NO Doe ta ae eo on 


HOMEOWNER'S PERMIT SIGNS 


SEE ICES RANGES 


DISHWASHERS __ DRYERS 


iSPOSALS _ COOK IOP 


RECEPTACLES - 


OVEN 


SW CHES MINIMUM FEE 
UTLETS SQ. FT 
FIXTURES 
OVA! DATE | INSPECTORS SIGNATURE 
UIT 
: Ih za =e 

WIRING | : 
= eS J = — - TOTAL ISSUED 
| PERMIT FEES $ BY 

IXTURES sales ee : CHECK NO. . 
| COMMENTS 

EMP. POLE | 

t KR 
4 = ae = = ne eeeeeeeieeneeiaes _ 

If 1 | | hereby acknowledge that | have read thisapplication and state thal the above 
| j ae is correct and agree to comply with all City ordinances and State laws +regulat 

ing the installation of electrical wirtng. | certify that in doing the work auth 
BO yk el Die Oo orized hereby | will not employ any person in violation of the Labor Code of 
| if the State of California relating to Workmen's Compensation Insurance 
- —— + » dle -_— A 
DISTRIBUTION IBY 
ADORESS FILE 4. FINANCE DEPT. 
2. APPLICANT 5. JLOBTCORY 


3 INSPECTOR’S COPY 


1A 


1. USE BALL POINT PEN OR TYPEWRITER - PRESS FIRMLY. 
INSTRUCTIONS TO NO ERASURES ALLOWED. 


APPLICANT 2. PLEASE PRINT. 
DO NOT FOLD. 
4. ONLY COMPLETE APPLICATION ACCEPTED. 


1 CITY OF REDWOOD CITY 
BUILDING DEPARTMENT 


P.O. BOX 391 
REDWOOD CITY, CA. 94064 
369-6251 


VALIDATION 


APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT 


APPLICANT TO FILL IN BETWEEN HEAVY LINES 


JOB 
ADDRESS 


NAME 


ADDRESS 


CITY TEL. NO. 


LEGAL 
DESCRIP. 


SUBDIVISION 


a 


DEMOLISH 


ALTERATION [ | ADDITION| | 


=_ aa 
FIRE [ | TERMITE (oa 


CONTRACTOR 
CLASS OF 
WORK 


SWIMMING POOL 


MOVING 


DESCRIPTION OF WORK: 


NO. OF DWELLING UNITS: EXIST { | App | | 


PRESENT USE 
OF PROPERTY 


This application is a Building Permit when properly filled out, signed, and 
validated. 


Permission is therefore granted to do such work as indicated in this appli- 
cation in accordance with and subject to all of the provisions of the Building 
Code of Redwood City and all related laws. Separate permits are required for 
plumbing, electrical or mechanical work 


This permit becomes null and void if work is not commenced within 120 days 
from the date of issuance, or if work is suspended at any time for more than 
120 days, or if any work is done in violation of any city ordinance or state 
law relating thereto. 

Permits must be separately obtained from the Department of Public Works for 
the installation of water services, sewer connections and laterals, street im- 
provements and private uses of the public right of way 


CERTIFICATION OF APPLICANT: 


I, , certify: 


That | am duly licensed under the provisions of Chapter 
9 of Division 3 of the Business and Professions Code of 
the State of California and thai the number of my license 


is # ___, and that this license is in full 


force and effect as of the date below, or 


That | am exempt from the provisions of Chapter 9 of RECEIVED BY DATE MAP NO. 
Division 3 of the Business and Professions Code of the 
State of California, and that the basis for my exemption 
is as follows: USE ZONE FIRE ZONE IOCCUPANCY GROUP|TYPE OF CONSTR. 
| ZONING NOT REQUIRED | || BY: 
In conformity with the provisions of Sec. 3800 of the Labor Code @ etd APPROVED | | 
of the State of Calif. each applicant shall file with the Building ie 
Inspector the certificate designated in (1) below or shall initial SEWER CONN. FEES: AREA A__- B__ VALUATION 
item (2) whichever is applicable. : , 
(1) =} Certificate of Workers’ Compensation Insurance PAID | a NOT REQ. | J s 
issued to the City of Redwood City by an admitted PAID. | AMOUNT 
Meee 50-314.10 [BUILDING PERMIT FEE | i 
(2) [ ] | certify that in the performance of the work for 50-355 PLAN CHECK FEE 


abe = 


which this permit is issued that | shall not employ 
any person in any manner so as to become subject 
to the Workers’ Compensation Laws of California. 


$0-314.14 |stRONG MOT. SEIS. INSTR. 


50-314.15 MICROFILM RECORDS | 


les 
50-314.16 ENERGY CONSERV. (R) 
+ + + 


50-314.17 NOISE INSULATION 


| hereby acknowledge that | have read this application and state 
that the above is correct and agree to comply with all City 
Ordinances and State Laws regulating building construction. 


50-314.18 COMB./ELEC/ MECH/PLMG 


———e 1 


50-314.19 ENERGY CONSERV. (NR) 
I mae 


Signature of Permittee TOTAL | 


CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY MUST BE APPLIED FOR APPROVED BUILDING INSPECTOR 
BEFORE FINAL INSPECTION IS APPROVED. BY: DATE: 


WHEN PROPERLY VALIDATED THIS 1S YOUR PERMIT. 


1. USE BALL POINT PEN OR TYPEWRITER - PRESS FIRMLY. 
NO ERASURES ALLOWED. 


. PLEASE PRINT. 
3. DO NOT FOLD. 
ONLY COMPLETE APPLICATION ACCEPTED. 


INSTRUCTIONS TO 
APPLICANT 


| CITY OF REDWOOD CITY 
BUILDING DEPARTMENT 


P.O. BOX 391 
REDWOOD CITY, CA. 94064 
369-6251 


VALIDATION 


APPLICATION FOR ELECTRICAL PERMIT 


APPLICANT TO FILL IN BETWEEN HEAVY LINES 


SCHEDULE FOR ELECTRICAL PERMIT FEES * JOB ADDRESS 


Sign lighting - $1 00/circuit 


TOTAL PERMIT AMOUNT: 


(P) ma 


WHEN PROPERLY VALIDATED THIS 


dees eas j ek 

RESIDENTIAL: ae 

Floor area (excl. garage) sq. ft. KAdrece omit: 7 

Garage floor area sq. ft. 

City panes Phone 
AMOUNT 
1 Without Electric Heating: Contractor 
$7.50 or $.0175/sq. ft. whichever is 
greater plus $.002/sq. ft. of garages ex- Pgscess 
ceeding 3000 sq. ft. $ City = Phone 
2. With Electric Heating: This permit becomes null and void if work is not 
$7.50 or $.02/sq. ft. whichever is greater commenced within 120 days from the date of issu- 
plus $.002/sq. ft. of garages exceeding ance, or if work is suspended at any time for more 
3000 sq. ft. ———e than 120 days, or if any work is done in violation of 
PER PT Ehsaan ae any city ordinance or state law relating thereto. 
aaa eu ob og Be ae heer) na Permits must be separately obtained from the Public 
STEURIMI ES, HRGIEUNG, OCCESSOLY | UNGUIDS: Works Department for private use of the public right 
private swimming pools and repair or of way 
remodeling work. $ 7.50 - 2 
: -_____ CERTIFICATION OF APPLICANT 
COMMERCIAL OR INDUSTRIAL: f 
ey is , certify: 
A Minimum fee for issuance of permit $ 7.50 ‘ : Y af 
Temporary puwer pole permit $ 7.50 | That! am duly licensed under the provisions of Chap- 
bob he swiaeonde pool ect $ 1000, ter 9 of Division 3 of the Business and Professions 
Code of the State of California and that the number 
of my license is #_ SSS ard that this license 
POL ORNL: oe ioe c EES is in full force and effect as of the date below, or 
5% That | am exempt from the provisions of Chapter 9 
For temporary !ighting: of Division 3 of the Business and Professions Code of 
. hae the State of California, and that the basis for my 
30 AMPior tess exemption is as follows: 
over 30 AMP $ 3.00 
Liste ek Ses 

For each electric service: 
240V }@ per 100 AMP $2.00 Stee In conformity with the provisions of Section 3800 of 
240V 36 per 60 AMP $2.00 $_.___ __| the Labor Code of the State of California each appli- 
480V 3@ per 30 AMP $2.00 $ | cant shall file with the Building Inspector the certifi- 
220V 38 per 70 AMP $2.00 $ cate designated in (1) below or shall initial item (2) 

whichever is spplicabie. 

For each bus duct: (1) (| Certificate of Workers’ Compen- 
$.10/ft to 100 ft plus e-4hs sation Insurance issued to the City 
$02 /ft in excess of 100 ft $$. mk" of Redwood City issued by an 

admitted insurer. 

Outlets (lighting, switches, $ (2) C7 | certify thet in performance of the 

f receptacies) $.25 each a work for which this permit is issued 
| that | shall not employ any person 
3 Lighting fixtures $.50 each $ ‘nN any manner so as to become 
subject to the Workers’ Compen- 

aecirduits $.50 each $ “Ta sation Laws of California. 
| | hereby acknowledge that | have read this appli- 

Fixed equipment including heaters, motors, | cation and state that the above is correct and agree 

thanstenmers: bok <ondinnceremteera a to comply with all City ordinances and State Laws 

uie-SISGiwe Yo Shw ple $75 kw ee regulating building construction. 

cess of Skw - maximum fee $25. : nee 

rs Signature of Permittee. ‘ 


Amount _ 


Permit Fee Paid 


Date 


1S YOUR PERMIT. 


*For Complete Permit Fees see City Ordinance of Redwood City 


1. USE BALL POINT PEN OR TYPEWRITER - PRESS FIRMLY. 


INSTRUCTIONS TO NO ERASURES ALLOWED. 
APPLICANT 2. PLEASE PRINT. 
3. DO NOT FOLD. 


4. ONLY COMPLETE APPLICATION ACCEPTED. 


1 CITY OF REDWOOD CITY 
BUILDING DEPARTMENT 


P.O. BOX 391 
REDWOOD CITY, CA. 94064 
369-6251 


VALIDATION 


APPLICATION FOR PLUMBING-MECHANICAL PERMIT 


APPLICANT TO FILL 


IN BETWEEN HEAVY LINES 
* MECHANICAL FEES 


* PLUMBING FEES 


PERMIT 
SWIMMING POOL: 


3.00 PERMIT 


PUBLIC 
PRIVATE 


10.00 


FURNACE: BLOWER/GRAV. 
OVER 100 M BTU 


100M BTU 


5.00 


FIXTURE OR TRAP (INCLUDES WATER PIPING) 


2.00 FURNACE: FLOOR, WALL, SUSPENDED 


HEATING APPL. REFRIG. UNIT, ETC. 


WTR. HEATER REPL. (INCL. PER.) 
WATER HEATER AND/OR VENT 


BOILER, COMPRESSOR OR ABSORPTION UNIT: 


0-3 HP - 100M BTU 


16-30 HP- 1, 000M BTU 
31-50 HP - 1,750M BTU 


GAS PIPING - 4 OUTLETS 
OVER 4 OUTLETS - EACH 
INDUSTRIAL WASTE INTERCEPTOR 
WATER PIPING - NEW/ALTERATION 
REPAIR-WASTE & VENT 2.00 
VAC. BKRS. OR BACKFLOW DEVICES(1 10.4) 2.00| | 
OVER 4 UNITS - EACH so] | 
PRIVATE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS 10.00 


TOTAL PLUMBING FEE 


OVER 50 HP - OVER 1,750M BTU 


FAN UNIT 1M- TOM CFM 
OVER 10M CFM 
EVAPORATIVE COOLER 
EXHAUST HOOD (NON-RES.) 


COMM. INCINERATOR 


nae DOMESTIC INCINERATOR i 
A 
T APPLIANCE VENT OR VENT FAN 2.00 
a |NAME 
= = VENTILATION SYSTEM 3.00 
° [ADESE = OTHER APPLIANCES 3.00 
CITY TEL. NO. NOT LISTED 
= ine TOTAL MECHANICAL FEE 
> + 
$ ADDRESS 
© fany Say This application is a Plumbing and/or Mechanical 


Permit when properly filled out, signed, and vali- 
dated. Permission is therefore granted to do such 
work as indicated in this application in accordance 
\, _ certify: | with and subject to all of the provisions of the Plumb- 
ing and/or Mechanical Code and all related laws. 


CERTIFICATION OF APPLICANT 


That | am duly licensed under the provisions of Chapter 9 of Division 3 of the 
Business and Professions Code of the State of California and that the num- 
ber of my license is # ===, and that this license is in full This permit becomes null and void if work is not com- 
force and effect as of the date below, or menced within 120 days from the date of issuance. 
That | am exempt from the provisions of Chapter 9 of Division 3 of the or if work is suspended at any time for more than 

Business and Professions Code of the State of California, and that the basis 120 days. or if any work is done in violation of an 
for my exemption is as follows: Z ys y : : Y 
ordinance or state law relating thereto. Permits must 
be separately obtained from the Public Works De- 
~~ —— - ~- a --——— partment for the installation of water services, sewer 
connections and laterals, street improvements and 

= private use of the public right of way. 


In conformity with the provisions of Sec. 3800 of the Labor Code of the State 

of Calif. eac sur oni shall file with the Liana Inspector the certificate z 

designated in (1) below or shall initial item (2) whichever is applicable. SEWER CONNECTION FEE - PAID C NOT O 
REQ'D 


PAID AMOUNT 


(1) ‘a Certificate of Workers’ Compensation Insurance issued to the 
City of Redwood City by an admitted insurer. 


(2) TC | certify that in the performance of the work for which this permit MECHANICAL FEE 
is issued that | shall not employ any person in any manner so as 
to become subject to the Workers’ Compensation Laws of California. | mumencree = || 
| hereby acknowledge that | have read this application and state that the 
above is correct and agree to comply with all City Ordinances and State Laws TOTAL FEE 
regulating building construction. 


APPROVED PERMIT: 


Signature of Permittee. BY sree Oe en ee ee DATE: 


WHEN PROPERLY VALIDATED THIS IS YOUR PERMIT. 
* See City Ordinance and 1976 Unifor i i 


City: 
Name of Project: 
Developer: 


Type of Project: 


Chronology 
December 31, 1975 
January 7, 1976 
January 15 


January 22 
February 11 
March 18 
March 2] 


March 22 


APPENDIX G-1 


Foster City 
Whaler's Cove 
Vintage Properties 


206 Single Family Homes 


Use Permit Application filed 

Supplemental Information filed 

Study Session of Planning Commission informally considers 
application 

Planning Commission opens Public Hearing 

Tentative Map received in Public Works 

Planning Commission approves Use Permit 

Final Map received in Public Works and signed by City 
Engineer 


City Council approves Final Map and Agreement for Improvement 


City: 
Name of Project: 
Developer: 


Type of Project: 


Chronology 


May 19, 1976 
June 4 
June 17 


July 15 
August 19 
September 2 
September 13 


October 7 

October 19 
November 4 
December 2 


January 20, 1977 


February | 
February 7 
March 17 
April 7 


May 5 
June 2 
October 6 


Foster City 
Dolphin Bay 
Bas Homes; McKeon Construction 


100+ Single Family Homes 


Use Permit Application filed 

Environmental Analysis Completed 

Original Public Hearing of Planning’ Commission; 

Hearing continued to nex PC meeting 

Further PC consideration; Continuance 

Further PC consideration; Continuance 

Continuance 

City Council Rezones Property to RI/PD to facilitate Developer's 
Planned Unit Development 

Further PC consideration; Continuance 

Continuance 

Continuance 

Continuance 

PC denies Use Permit without prejudice because only regular 
subdivision allowed under zoning ordinance 

Fully Executed Final Map received for City Engineer's signature 
City Council approves Final Map and Agreement for Improvements 
New Use Permit Application filed by new developer 

Public Hearing opened by Planning Commission on new Use Permit 
Application; Continuance 

Planning Commission approves Use Permit 

Planning Commission approves modification of Use Permit 


Planning Commission approves modification of Use Permit 


iy 


Name of Development: 


Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 


May 12, 1976 
May 26 

June | 

June 7 

June 10 

June 14 

July 19 


August 5 
September 7 
October 7 
October 21 
January 20, 1977 
March 4 

March 21 

Through November 


Foster City 
Plum Island 
Centex Homes of California, Inc. 


50-100 Single Family Homes 


Use Permit Application filed 

Environmental Analysis started 

Notices mailed for Public Hearing 

Environmental Report completed 

Planning Commission denies Use Permit 

Developer Appeals PC decision to City Council 

City Council reverses Planning Commission; Okays the 

project in concept; Remands to PC for details 

Further PC consideration; Continuance 

Further PC consideration; Continuance 

Planning Commission approves Use Permit 

Tentative Map Received in Public Works 

City Council Rezones Property 

Final Map received in Public Works; Signed by City Engineer 
City Council approves Final Map and Agreement for Improvements 
Various Planning Commission meetings on subject of satisfaction of 


conditions of Use Permit 


City: 

Name of Development: 
Developer: 

Type of Development: 


Chronology 


July 7, 1976 
August 4 
August 15 
August 19 
September 2 
September 16 
November 19 
November 26 
December 2 
January 6, 1977 
January 20 
February 3 
February 17 
March 21 
April 7-July 7 


Foster Ci ty 
Longwater 


Centex Homes 


50-100 Single Family Homes 


Use Permit Application filed 

Environmental Review started 

Environmental Review finished 

Planning Commission Public Hearing opened; Continuance 
Further PC Consideration; Continuance 

Planning Commission approves Use Permit with conditions 
Tentative Map received in Public Works 

Final Map received in Public Works 

PC meeting on Satisfaction of Conditions in Use Permit 
PC meeting on Satisfaction of Conditions in Use Permit 
PC meeting on Satisfaction of Conditions in Use Permit 
PC meeting on Satisfaction of Conditions in Use Permit 
PC meeting on Satisfaction of Conditions in Use Permit 
City Council approves Final Map and Agreement for Improvements 


Several PC meetings on Satisfaction of Conditions in Use Permit 


City: 


Name of Development: 


Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 


June 1, 1976 
June 4 
June 17 
June 28 
July 19 


252 


Foster City 

Carmel Village II 
Harrington - Kulakoff 
30-50 Townhouses 


Use Permit Application filed 

Environmental Analysis started 

Planning Commission Public Hearing; Denies Application 
Developer Appeals to City Council 


City Council agrees with Planning Commission and denies Use Permit 


City: 
Project: 
Developer 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 
November 30, 1977 


December 13 
December 14 
December 19 
December 20 
January 6, 1978 
January 20 


APPENDIX G-2 


San Mateo 

602-606 S. El Dorado 

Fadelli - Casetta 

Less than ten Apartments (After demolition of two single- 


family homes) 


Application complete for environmental review 
Environmental review started 

Decision that Negative Declaration is required 
Planning Application complete 

Negative Declaration completed 

BOZA approves project 


Approval becomes final 


City: 
Project: 
Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Ch ronology 


September 21, 1977 
September 27 
September 27 
September 30 
October 6 

October 7 
October 18 


November 1 


Soe 


San Mateo 
149 W. Twenty-Fourth 
Bullert 


Less than ten apartment units 


Application complete for environmental review 
Environmental review begins 

Decision that negative declaration is required 
Environmental document completed 

Planning application complete 

Development put on BOZA agenda 

BOZA approves project 


Approval becomes final 


City: San Mateo 
Project: 701 Highland Avenue 
Developer: Wm. Heijn 


Type of Development: Less than ten apartment units 


Chronology 

September 2, 1977 Application complete for environmental review 

September 12 Environmental review begins 

September 12 Decision that negative declaration required 

September 16 Environmental document completed and project put on BOZA agenda 
September 27 BOZA meets but continues matter for minor redesign 

October 12 Planning application complete 

October 25 BOZA approves project 


November 11 Approval becomes final 


Gity: 
Project: 


Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 


January 3, 1978 
January 12 
January 12 
January 20 
January 25 
February 14 
March 1 


San Mateo 
412 Grand Blvd. 
Jones 


Less than ten apartment unit 


Application complete for environmental review 
Environmental review begins 

Decision that a negative declaration is required 
Planning application complete 

Project put on BOZA agenda 

BOZA approves project 


Approval becomes final 


City: 
Project: 


Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 


December 13, 1977 
December 14 
December 14 
December 27 
January 20, 1978 


San Mateo 
153-177 N. El Camino 
Plaza Investment 


69 Condominiums (converted from apartments) 


Application complete for environmental review. 


Environmental review begins 
Decision that negative declaration is required 
BOZA approval 


Approval becomes final 


=5= 


City: 
Project: 


Developer 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 
October 26, 1977 
October 26 
October 26 


November 1 
November 28 


December 9 


=e 


San Mateo 
1919 and 2001 Alameda 
Daon Corporation; Gardens 


Over 184 condominiums (converted from apartments) 


Application complete for environmental review 
Environmental review begins 

Decision that project is categorically exempt; 
document prepared; put on BOZA agenda 
BOZA approval 

Planning Commission approval 


Approval becomes final 


City: 
Project: 
Developer: 


Type of Project: 


Chronology 


September 22, 1977 
September 30 
October 3 

October 3 
November 7 
January 17, 1978 
January 31 
February 27 


aa 


San Mateo 
50 and 52 Ninth Avenue 
Yohannon 


Less than ten condominiums 


Application complete for environmental review 
Environmental review begins 

Decision that negative declaration is required 
Environmental document completed 

Project put on BOZA agenda 

Planning application complete 

BOZA approval 


Approval becomes final 


City: 
Project: 


Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 


June, 1973 
May 14, 1974 


November 19 


December 10 


February, 1975 


June 24 


July 28, 1975 


August 18 
September 15 
October 7 
April 5, 1976 
May 19 

May 20 

June 7 


San Mateo 

DeAnza Heights 

San Mateo Investment by Alf Carstens and Paul C. Petersen 
(Whitecliff Homes) 

28 Single Family homes and 27 Duplexes (total 82 units) 


Environmental impact report on grading is completed 
BOZA meeting to discuss subdivision of 12.5 acres into 
44 lots; preliminary map filed 
Application filed for: 

|) General plan amendment 

2) Reclassification 

3) Site development permit 

4) Preliminary subdivision map 

5) Environmental impace report approval 
BOZA directs applicant to complete Environmental Impact 
Report and submit it along with the General Plan Amendment 
to the Planning Commission and City Council 
Environmental Impact Report completed 
BOZA approves EIR but gives no recommendation on the 
application for the other four elements (see entry for 
November 19) 
Planning Commission approves certification of EIR but denies 
the four other parts of the application 
City Council meeting; continuance until September 15 
City Council approves entire application subject to 39 conditions 
Approval becomes final 
City Council opens hearings on Final Map and Subdivision Agreement 
City Council approves Final Map and Subdivision Agreement 
Final Map sent to County 


Final Map recorded at County 


City: 
Project: 
Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 


May 13, 1977 
May 27 

June 6 

June 24 

July 19 

July 26 
August 9 
September 13 
September 26 
October 19 
November 29 
December 12 


December 19 


San Mateo 
36 West Third Avenue 
Foster Enterprises 


42 High-rise Condominium Units 


Application complete for environmental review 
Environmental review begins 

Decision that full Environmental Impace Report needed 
Consultant selected 

Draft EIR completed 

First staff review 

Planning Staff completes review of EIR 

BOZA approves EIR and project 

Planning Commission approves project 

City Council continues until December at applicant's request 
BOZA approves development application with new changes 
Planning Commission approves project 


City Council approves project 


Eos 


City: 
Project: 


Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 


June 22, 1976 
August 3 
August 23 


September 14 
September 27 


November 1 


November 30 


December 13 
December 20 
January 24 


April 4, 1977 


TOs 


San Mateo 
Laguna Vista (v.s. Equities) 
Samson Construction Co. 


Over 100 Townhouses and Condominiums 


Application complete for environmental review 
BOZA recommends approval of original application 
Planning Commission sends developer back to BOZA with 
instructions to redesign 
BOZA approves application for 115 condominium units 
Planning Commission approves 115 unit application 
City Council denies approval of project but recertifies 
EIR prepared for a similar project in July, 1973 
BOZA approves application for: 
1) Planned Development of 101 condominiums and townhouses 
2) SPAR 
3) Site Development Plan 
4) Recertification of EIR prepared in July, 1973 
Planning Commission approves project 
City Council approval 
Tentative Map approved by Planning Commission delineating 
101 parcels 


City Council approves final map and subdivision agreement 


City: 
Development: 


Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 
April 1, 1976 
April 1 

April 13 


May 11 
May 24 


APPENDIX G-3 


Daly City 
Ravilla Court 
Frank Carraro 


16 Single Family Homes - Subdivision 


Application submitted for Tentative Subdivision Map 

Staff determination that only Negative Declaration needed 
Negative Declaration accepted by Planning Commission but 
Subdivision decision deferred 

Planning Commission approves Tentative Subdivision Map 


City Council approves Tentative Subdivision Map 


City: 
Development: 
Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 
September 27, 1976 
October 10 
October 26 
October 29 


November 9 


November 29 


Daly City 
89th and Sullivan 
Peter Nick Belous 


28 Apartments (24 one-bedroom, 4 two-bedroom) plus 
Commercial Facilities 


Application filed 

Negative Declaration issued 

Staff report completed 

Legal notice published 

Planning Commission certifies Negative Declaration and 
approves project 


City Council approval 


Gity: 
Development: 


Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Ch ronology 


October 22, 1976 
October 22 
October 29 
November 9 
December 10 
December 27 


Daly City 
Lakeview Park Subdivision 
Onarato Associates 


12 unit (8 one-bedroom, 4 two-bedroom) Apartment 


Date of application for Zone Change from RI to R3 

Staff determines that only Negative Declaration is required 
Legal notice published for Planning: Commission hearing 
Planning Commission approves Zone Change 

Legal notice for City Council hearing 


City Council approves Zone Change 


City: 
Development: 
Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 


May 16, 1975 
May 28 

June 6 

June 27 

July 17 
August 12 
August 26 


Daly City 

Midway Village 

San Mateo County Housing Authority 
150 Unit Multi-Unit Residential Facility 


Preliminary conference between Developer and Planning 
Fire Department says plans are not satisfactory 
Developer submits application 

Developer revises plans and resubmits 

Fire Department withdraws objections 

Planning Commission approves application 


City Council approval 


City: 
Development: 
Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 


September 2, 1977 
September 15 
September 26 
October 14 


November 8 


November 22 


December 12 


~5e 


Daly City 
Cypress Point Condominiums 
Innisfree Companies 


80 Condominium/Townhouse Units (58 two-bedroom and 
22 three-bedroom) 


Environmental Impact Report contracted out 

Meeting between Developer and Planning 

EIR is completed 

Application for Tentative Subdivision Map and certification of EIR 
Planning Commission opens hearings; continues application to 
next meeting because of geological traffic concerns 

Planning Commission certifies EIR and approves Tentative 
Subdivision Map 

City Council Approval 


City: 
Development: 
Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 


February 4, 1977 
February 25 


March 15 
March 30 
April 6 

April 2 
April nS 
April 20 
April 26 


May 9 


Daly City 

Serramonte, Unit No. 21 

Suburban Realty 

131 Single Family Home Subdivision 


Environmental Impact Report contracted out 

EIR submitted 

Application submitted for Tentative Subdivision Map 
along with EIR 

Legal notice published 

Consultant responds to various comments on EIR 

Planning Commission opens hearings; continues consideration 
to next meeting because of fire access problems 
Developer meets with Planning Staff 

Developer meets with Planning Staff 

Planning Commission approves Tentative Subdivision Map 


City Council approval 


City: 
Development: 


Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 


July 20, 1976 
July 27 
August 11 
September 1 
September 14 
September 27 


Daly City 
Southgate & Cerro 
American Development Company 


123 unit (107 one-bedroom, 16 two-bedroom) Apartments 
(housing for the elderly) 


Date of Application 

Environmental Impact Report contracted out 

EIR completed and circulated 

Legal notice pbulished 

Planning Commission approves Use Permit and Variance 


City Council approval 


sy Pe 


City: 
Development: 
Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 


May 16, 1973 
June 7 
June 12 
June 25 
June 29 
July 10 


Jwiy 23 


August 27 
November 30 
January 8, 1974 
January 28 


Daly City 
Village Serramonte 
REA Enterprises 


174 Unit Condominium Planned Development 


Developer submits Environmental Evaluation form 
Environmental Impact Report completed 

Planning Commission approves the Planned Development in concept 
City Council approves Planned Development in concept 
Legal notice for final hearing before Planning Commission 
Planning Commission approves Zone Change from C-2 to PD 
and recommends filing of Tentative Subdivision Map 

City Council approves Planned Development and introduces 
resolution to rezone 

City Council approves resolution to rezone 

Developer files application for Tentative Subdivision Map 
Planning Commission approves Tentative Subdivision Map 


City Council approves Tentative Subdivision Map 


City: 


Development: 


Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 
March 2, 1976 


March 22 


March 27 


April 6 
May 4 


May 18 


May 27 
June | 
July 2 
July 30 
August 3 


August 7 
August 17 


September 7 


APPENDIX G-4 


Redwood City 
3120 Goodwin Avenue 
Dividend Industries, Inc. 


18 lot subdivision; single family homes 


Application filed for Environmental Impact Report 

Plans circulated by the Planning Department to other 

city departments for review 

Notice published for hearing on the EIR in front of Planning 
Commission 

Planning Commission opens hearings on draft EIR; continuance 
Planning Commission finishes receiving testimony on EIR; 

refer to Staff for final analysis, conclusions, and recommendations 
Planning Commission meets to decide on adequacy of EIR; 
continuance given, Staff required more time because of complexity 
of problem involved 

Staff report on EIR completed 

Planning Commission certifies EIR as complete and accurate 
Application filed for consideration of Tentative Map 

Staff report completed on Tentative Map 

Planning Commission opens hearings on Tentative Map; 

received Staff report and sets August 17 as date for public hearings 
Notice published for public hearing at Planning Commission 
Planning Commission opens hearings on Tentative Map; 
continuance 

Planning Commission further considers project; they schedule 
consideration of Tentative Map for October 5 while in the 
meantime they debate revision of the General Plan for this 


parcel from Open Space to Hillside Residential; continuance 


3120 Goodwin, Cont. 


September 21 


October 5 
November 22 


February 28, 1977 
June 7 
June 27 


Py ps 


Planning Commission recommends to City Council that 
General Plan be so amended 

Planning Commission approves Tentative Map 

City Council approves amendment to General Plan and 
Tentative Map (along with exceptions to the Subdivision 
Ordinance) 

Application filed for Final Map 

Planning Commission approves Final Map 


City Council approves Final Map 


City: 
Development: 
Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 


February 24, 1977 
March 8 
March 22 


April 23 
May 3 


May 10 


May 17 
Junell 
June 21 
July | 


July 11 

July 12 

July 19 

August 2 

August 16 
August 22 
December 12 
January 3, 1978 
January 23 


Redwood City 
1720 Valota Road 
James F. Knecht 


14 Residential Units (10 single family homes, 4 duplexes) 


Application filed for Environmental Impact Report 

Plan Review Committee approves project 

Planning Department circulates the plans to other affected 
city departments 

Notice published for Planning Commission hearings 

Planning Commission opens hearings on EIR; continuance 

to allow further staff review 

Application for Zone Amendment (for part of the parcel) 

from AG to R-1 zone 

Planning Commission certifies EIR as complete and accurate 
Notice published for Planning Commission hearing on rezoning 
Planning Commission approves rezoning 

Application for Tentative Map for subdivision (of 2.78 acres 
into three parcels) 

City Council approves rezoning application 

Plan Review Committee approves Tentative Map 

Subdivision Committee approves Tentative Map 

Planning Commission approves Tentative Map 

Planning Commission approves Final Map 

City Council approves Final Map 

New application for Tentative Map; to subdivide into 15 parcels 
Planning Commission approves Tentative Map for new subdivision 
City Council approves Tentative Map for new subdivision 


(with exceptions to the subdivision ordinance) 


City: 
Development: 


Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 


December 10, 1976 


December 21 


January 6, 1977 


January 8 
January 18 


February | 
February 18 
March 15 
April 5 


April 12 
May 3 


July 21 
October 18 
November 7 


January 3, 1978 


January 10 


Redwood City 
Doris Subdivision, 1401 Valota Road 
Carl Claussen; Onorato Associates 


11 Residential Units (9 duplexes and 2 Triplexes) 


Application filed for Environmental Impact Report 

Plan Review Committee approves project 

EIR is completed 

Notice published for Planning Commission hearing on EIR 
Planning Commission opens hearings; receives testimony; 
continuance until February 1 to enable staff to make final 
EIR recommendation 

Planning Commission certifies EIR as complete and accurate 
Application for Tentative Map for subdivision 

Planning Commission denies Tentative Map for 14 two-story duplexes 
Application for revised Tentative Map; 11 parcel subdivision 
for 9 duplexes and 2 triplexes 

Plan Review Committee approves project 

Planning Commission approves Tentative Map with exceptions 
to subdivision ordinance 

Application filed for Final Map 

Planning Commission approves Final Map 

City Council approves Final Map 

Application for Architectural Permit filed 


Architectural Committee approves Architectural Permit 


& 


City: Redwood City 
Development: 1792 Valota Road 
Developer: Hagan Construction and Development Company 


Type of Development: 15 lot subdivision 


Chronology 

July 14, 1975 Application for Tentative Map 

July 16 Planning Department circulates plans 

August 19 Planning Commission approves Tentative Map 

September 22 City Council opens hearings on Tentative Map with 
exceptions to the subdivision ordinance 

October 6 City Council approves Tentative Map 

November 13 Application for Final Map filed 

December 3 Planning Department circulates plans 

December 16 Planning Commission approves Final Map 


January 12, 1976 City Council approves Final Map 


City: 
Development: 
Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 
September 30, 1976 


October 5 

October 23 
October 27 
November 2 


November 16 


December 7 


December 24 


January 4, 1977 
January 5 
January 24 
February 7 


February 19 
March | 


April 18 
May 
June 7 


Redwood City 
1562 Valota Road 
Pierre Hondagneu 


Subdivision consisting of 11 single family homes and 4 duplexes 


Application filed for Zoning Amendment on the affected 

parcel from AG to R-2 zone 

Planning Department circulates plans 

Notice published for Planning Commission hearing 

Draft Environmental Impact Report completed 

Planning Commission opens public hearings; continuance 
Planning Commission certifies EIR as complete and accurate; 
continuance on Zoning Amendment 

Planning Commission determines that General Plan Amendment is 
needed as well as Zoning Amendment; sets hearings for General 
Plan Amendment on January 4, 1977 and postpone hearings on 
Zoning Amendment until the General Plan Amendment has been 
considered 

Notice published for Planning Commission Hear ings concerning 
General Plan Amendment 

Planning Commission denies application for General Plan Amendment 
Developer appeals decision to City Council 

City Council opens hearings on appeal; continuance 

City Council reverses Planning Commission; approves General 
Plan Amendment 

Notice published for Zoning Amendment 

Planning Commission recommends to City Council that the 
property be rezoned 

City Council approves Zoning Amendment 

Application filed for Tentative Map 


Planning Commission opens hearings on Tentative Map; continuance 


1562 Valota Road, Cont. 


June 21 
July 19 


July 22 


August 8 


September 26 
December 20 


January 9, 1978 


Planning Commission discusses Tentative Map again; continuance 
Planning Commission approves Tentative Map but with certain 
conditions 

Developer appeals the imposition of those conditions to the 
City Council 

City Council reverses the Planning Commission conditions 

on the Tentative Map; approves Tentative Map 

Application filed for Final Map 

Planning Commission recommends to City Council that the 
Final Map be approved 

City Council approves Final Map 


City: 
Development: 


Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 


January, 1974 through 


February, 1975 


August 7, 1975 
August 25 
September 11 
September 25 
October 7 


October 10 
October 21 
November 4 
November 18 
December 16 
January 20, 1976 
February 17 
March 16 


April 26 

May 3 

June | 
December 13 
June 27, 1977 


Redwood City 

Redwood Shores Courtyard Homes 

Donald L. Bren Company 

155 Single Family Home Planned Development 


Environmental Impact Report prepared and approved for 
entire Redwood Peninsula area 

Application filed for Planned Development Permit 

Planning Department completes Staff report 

Plan Review Committee approves project plans 

Notice published for Planning Commission hearings 

Planning Commission opens public hearings on Planned 
Development Permit; continuance 

Developer meets with city depurtments to discuss details of the project 
Planning Commission discusses the project again; continuance 
Planning Commission discusses the project again; continuance 
Planning Commission discusses the project again; continuance 
Planning Commission discusses the project again; continuance 
Planning Commission discusses the project again; continuance 
Planning Commission discusses the project again; continuance 
Planning Commission closes public hearings; votes 3-3 and 
sends the application to City Council with no recommendation 
City Council opens public hearings; continuance 

City Council approves Planned Development Permit 

Planning Commission approves Tentative Map 

City Council approves Final Map 


City Council approves modification of Planned Development Permit 


City: 
Development: 


Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 


November 15, 1976 


November 27 
November 29 


December 7 


April 18, 1977 


June 14 
July 23 
August 2 
August 16 
September 19 


October 3 


October 10 
February 1, 1978 


February 24 
March 7 
April 10 


Redwood City 
104 Central Avenue 
Nils Haga and Per Calden 


10 Dwelling Unit Planned Development 


Application for Environmental Impact Report for similar 
project (to subdivide 1.6 acres into 6 lots) 

Notice published for hearing at Planning Commission on EIR 
EIR completed and referred to Staff 

Planning Commission certified EIR (to subdivide 1.6 acres 
into 6 lots) as accurate and complete 

Application filed for Planned Development permit; 12 unit 
on 1.05 acres 

Architectural Committee approves project 

Notice published for hearings at Planning Commission 
Planning Commission opens public hearings; continuance 
Planning Commission approves Planned Development Permit 
City Council opens public hearings on Planned Development 
Permit; continuance 

City Council discusses project again; continuance because of 
uncertainty as to drainage report 

City Council denies Planned Development Permit 

New Application filed for Planned Development Permit; 

10 units on 1.05 acres 

Notice published for Planning Commission hearing 

Planning Commission recommends approval of permit to City Council 


City Council approves Planned Development Permit 


e Toe 


City: Redwood City 
Development: Redwood Shores Condominiums 
Developer: Waverly Associates 


Type of Development: 129 Unit Condominium Planned Development 


Chronology 


January, 1974 through Environmental Impace Report prepared and approved for entire 
b 1275 

Sealed opRPH) Redwood Peninsula area; done as part of application by another 

applicant that was attempting to erect first large development on 


that peninsula 


January 21, 1977 Application filed for Planned Development Permit 
February 8 Plan Review Committee approves project 

February 19 Notice published for Planning Commission hearing 
February 28 Parking Study completed by applicant's consul tant 

March 1 Planning Commission opens public hearings; continuance 
March 15 Planning Commission discusses project again; continuance 
April 5 Planning Commission recommends to City Council that 


Planned Development Permit be approved 
May 2 City Council opens public hearings; changes parking space 
per unit condition as imposed by the Planning Commission; 


approves Planned Development Permit 


June 14 Application filed for Tentative Map 

July 5 Plan Review Committee approves Tentative Map 
July 19 Planning Commission approves Tentative Map 
September 16 Application filed for Final Map 

October 11 Architectural Committee approves project 
November 7 Application filed for minor lotline adjustment 
November 10 Subdivision Committee approves adjustment 
November 15 - Planning Commission approves Final Map 


December 12 City Council approves Final Map 


City: 
Development: 
Developer: 


Type of Development: 


Chronology 


March 22, 1977 
March 29 


April 19 
April 19 
April 23 
April 26 
May 3 


May 23 
June 6 


June 21 


July 11 


te 


Redwood City 
Leahy Terrace 
Consolidated Developments Corporation 


14 Unit Condominium Planned Development 


Application filed for Environmental impact Report 

Plan Review Committee approves project and Planning 
Department issues Negative Declaration 

Planning Commission certifies Negative Declaration as accurate 
Application filed for Planned Development and Tentative Map 
Notice published for Planning Commission hearing 

Plan Review Committee approves Planned Development 
Planning Commission approves Tentative Map and recommends 
that City Council approve the Planned Development Permit 
Application filed for Final Map 

City Council approves Planned Development Permit 

Planning Commission recommends that City Council approve 
Final Map 

City Council approves Final Map 


MEMORANDUM 


June 29, 1978 


Oe City Manager 
FROM: Planning Director 


SUBJECT: Development Process Committee Recommendation 


The Development Process Committee established by former Mayor Leipzig met 
from March 22 to June 21 to explore ways of simplifying and speeding up the 
permit approval process for developments in Redwood City. The committee was 
made up of six developers who have experienced difficulties or frustrations 
with our present system, in one way or another, plus three Councilmen, a 
Planning Commissioner, and four staff members. 


At the first meeting, one developer held Mountain View out as having a sys- 
tem that provides a good measure of certainty for developers and thus cuts 
costs of time and money in the process. Staff subsequently investigated the 
procedures in Mountain View, Palo Alto, and San Mateo. The first two employ 
the "Hearing Officer" technique, while San Mateo operates with the equiva- 
lent of our Plan Review Committee, in contrast to Redwood City which utilizes 
the Planning Commission as a zoning administration body. At their final 
meeting, the Development Process Committee reflected a consensus in favor of 
the "Hearing Officer" approach as carried out in Mountain View. 


Reaction from others 


The City Council has repeatedly expressed a need for a change from our pre- 
sent system. The "Hearing Officer" approach would produce a significant 
change. 


The Planning Commission, having discussed this matter from time to time, have 
tended to favor retaining jurisdiction over Use Permits, Variances, and other 
similar entitlements. If the duties were to be transferred, various members 
have suggested alternatives such as having a Planning Commission subcommittee 
hear such matters, or having the Plan Review Committee take on these respon- 
sibilities. In either case, they indicate the necessity of having the Plan- 
ning Commission acting as an Appeal Board from any decisions made by the sub- 
committee or by the Plan Review Committee. Various members have expressed 
the fear that a Hearing Officer would become a dictator. 


The Plan Review Committee, also having discussed this matter from time to 
time, have tended to favor serving in an advisory role, as opposed to them- 
selves becoming, in effect, a Planning Commission with similar attendance, 
record-keeping, and decision-making obligations. They lean in the direction 
of offering advice to a Hearing Officer and then leaving the decision based 
on their input up to him. This is the way that it works in Mountain View, 
and the way that the Development Process Committee recommended for Redwood 
City. 
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Appeals 


In Mountain View, appeals from the Hearing Officer go directly to the City 
Council, and not through the Planning Commission. Their Planning Commission 
focuses on long-range planning matters, subdivisions, and recommendations 

on development policy, rather than on zoning administration. According to 
the Mountain View Hearing Officer, only about five percent of his decisions 
are appealed to the City Council, and, in about 95 percent of those appealed, 
the Hearing Officer's decision is upheld. 


It was emphasized that consistent interpretation of the ordinances by both 

the Hearing Officer and the City Council was crucial to the success of this 
system. Developers themselves have expressed their preference for working 

in a city that knows what they want and then sticks by it. Apparently one of 
the costliest items for doing business in Redwood City stems from the devel- 
oper not knowing whether-or-not, or how much can be wangled out of the Plan- 
ning Commission and whether-or-not, or how much more can be wangled out of the 
City Council on appeal. This aura of uncertainty can result in costly mis- 
calculation of price offers on land, as well as costly delays in the appeal 
process, whether the developer "wins" in his gambles or not. The developers 
say that they do not want to operate in such a gambling arena but feel that 
they are compelled to when their negotiations with land owners on prices are 
carried out in the belief that there is a good likelihood of "getting more" 
from the City than their policies state. (During the 12 months of 1977, 
eleven items were appealed from the Planning Commission to the City Council, 
1.e,, items that would not normally go to the City Council except on appeal. 
Of these, eight were reversed, and only three were upheld by the City Council.) 


The developers say, and I fully agree, that the city should be clear on what 
they want and draft their ordinances accordingly. If consistent application 
of the ordinances is not possible, then the City Council should either change 
their ordinances to reflect what they really want, or replace their Planning 
Commission or Hearing Officer if those are not interpreting the ordinances 
correctly. A policy of ongoing reversal of the Planning Commission or Hearing 
Officer, in the end, they say, may benefit the landowner who is selling the 
land, but almost always works against the developer who is caught between the 
land seller and the City, both in respect to money and time lost. 


Processing time comparisons 


Redwood City's present system of zoning and subdivision permit processing is 
time-consuming and costly for the City as well. Each Use Permit application, 
e.g., requires time for study by staff, time for preparation of a formal staff 
report for the Planning Commission, time for study by the Planning Commission, 
an evening meeting of the Planning Commission, and time for recording the 
minutes of the Planning Commission meeting. Under the "Hearing Officer" approach, 
the formal staff report, Commissioners' study time and meeting, and Commission 
minutes could all be eliminated, saving staff time and the applicant's time. If 
a Use Permit application came in under the "Hearing Officer" approach on a 
Tuesday, it could be discussed by the Plan Review Committee on the following 
Tuesday morning, and acted on by the Hearing Officer on Wednesday morning, thus 
saving the applicant 6 calendar days waiting for the outcome. 


City Manager - 


June 29, 1978 


Following are some minimum turn-over time comparisons in calendar days 

between our present procedures and the "Hearing Officer" approach, assuming 
that applications are complete when submitted, that they are relatively un- 
complicated and non-controversial, and that the decisions are not appealed: 


USE PERMITS 


Staff study 

Staff report to Commission 
Commission study and action 
Hearing Officer action 


VARIANCES (includes public hearing 
notice) 


Staff study 
Staff report to Commission 
Commission study, hearing, 
and action 
Hearing Officer hearing and action 


MINOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMITS 


Staff study 

Staff report to Commission 

Commission study, hearing, and 
recommendation to Council 

Report to Council 

Council study, hearing, and action 

Hearing Officer hearing and action 


* Total time dictated by legal 10-day hearing notice. 


Present 


14 days 


Present 


7 days 
3 


4 


14 days 


Present 


7 days 


Recommended 


7 days 


8 days 


Recommended 


12(7) days* 


1 


13(8) days* 


Recommended 


12(7) days* 


1 


13(8) days* 


If this notice were 


reduced to five days instead of 10, five days could be shaved off of the 


process. 


** Includes legal 10-day hearing notice. 
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OTHER PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMITS Present 
Staff study 7 days 
Staff report to Commission 3 
Commission study, hearing, and 

recommendation to Council 4 
Report to Council 10** 
Council study, hearing and action 3 


Commission study, hearing, and action 


27 days 


ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT (no procedure change) 
MINOR SUBDIVISION (no procedure change) 


TENTATIVE MAP (no procedure change) 


FINAL MAP Present 
Staff study 7 days 
Staff report to Commission 3 
Commission study and recom 

mendation to Council 4 
Report to Council 3 


Public Works Director report 
to Council 


Council study and action 3 
20 days 
ARCHITECTURAL PERMIT Present 
Staff study 7 days 
Architectural Committee action IE 


Hearing Officer action 


8 days 
LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT Present 
Staff study 7 days 
Subdivision Committee action 1 
: Hearing Officer action 
8 days 


** Includes legal 10-day hearing notice. 


I) 
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Recommended 


7 days 
3 


14 days 


Recommended 


7 days 


uy 
3 


11 days 


Recommended 
7 days 
iL 


8 days 


Recommended 
7 days 
if 


8 days 
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In the case of Architectural Permits in Mountain View, the Hearing Officer 
acts on such permits based on input from the Plan Review Committee, but the 
City employs a local architect on an hourly basis to sit with the Plan Review 
Committee to assist in giving such input. There would likely be no time or 
expense savings in eliminating the Architectural Committee. 


Conclusions 


Shifting responsibility for acting on Use Permits, Variances, and Minor 
Planned Development Permits from the Planning Commission to a Hearing Officer 
for uncomplicated applications can save up to 14 days in processing time and 
personnel effort in preparing staff reports and minutes of meetings. Compli- 
cated or controversial matters could go through the same process, and, as the 
case is now, some items may have to be continued from one meeting to the next 
to resolve problems growing out of the findings, or factors brought out by 
public input at the hearings. With weekly hearings, such a postponement would 
not be as critical as when meetings are two weeks apart as they are now. 


Some individuals fear that a Hearing Officer would become a dictator and, 
perhaps, an incompetent one. If Redwood City embarks on the "Hearing Officer" 
concept in areas of zoning and subdivision administration, the Hearing Officer 
should be competent, conscientious, and attuned to Council policy. If the City 
Council cannot uphold the Hearing Officer in almost all cases, they should 
change the ordinances or relieve the Hearing Officer, and not engage in the en- 
feebling process of repeatedly reversing the Hearing Officer. In Redwood City, 
the Planning Director would logically be the Hearing Officer. 


Ordinance changes necessary 


A number of ordinance changes would be necessary to implement the "Hearing 
Officer" concept. With respect to the Subdivision Ordinance, such changes are 
already being incorporated in the proposed revised Subdivision Ordinance which 
is currently being studied by the Planning Commission and will be coming to 
the City Council soon. 


Changes in the Zoning Ordinance will have to be made in Article 40 dealing with 
Administration, Article 42 dealing with Use Permits, Article 43 dealing with 
Variances, Article 46 dealing with Planned Development Permits, and Article 48 
dealing with Appeals, as well as elsewhere that the Hearing Officer would take 
on those responsibilities of zoning administration. If a change is also to be 
made in respect to Architectural Permits, changes will have to be made in 
Article 45 as well. 


ce) hw ae) “yj 
a Lee eg Aes! 
; i ; ‘ eeery- 
eo ANAM VTE 


Ken Schroeter 
eo;  Gitys Attorney, 
Planning Commission 
Architectural Committee 
Plan Review Committee 
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IOTES: Plan Review Committee meets every Tuesday morning from 9:00 to 12:00. 


1 
2. Public hearings required for Variances, Planned Development Permits, and Zoning Ordinance Amendments. 
3. Hearing Officer (Planning Director) could hold hearings every Wednesday morning from 9:00 to 12:00. 
4. Planning Commission meets on the first and third Tuesdays of every month at 7:30 PM. 

5. City Council meets on the first and third Mondays of every month at 7:30 PM. 

6. Subdivision Committee meets on call. 

7 


Architectural Committee meets on the second and fourth Tuesdays of every month at 4:00 PM. 
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ORDER FORM 


Construction Industry Advancement Fund 
Suite 325 

1225 Broadway 

Oakland, CA 946|2 


Gentlemen: 
Enclosed please find $ ____for ____ copies of the GRC/CIAF Development 


Review Report and Recommendations. (Individual copy price - $15.00). 


Please make checks payable to: Construction Industry Advancement Fund. 


Name 

Jurisdiction 

Address 

OO ea eee ee ee ene ee Se ei code 


BERKELEY LIBRARIES 


ULL 


12490128 


